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, A review focused on impact of the 197& Comprehensive 

Employment and Training Act (CETA) amendments in imprpving sponsor's 
employability development systems and transition performance. Fifteen 
prime spohsoFs in 10 ^states were visited. Files of 1135 participants 
were-r^vi^wed; 478 We interviewed. Sponsor and Employment and 
Training (^dministratfbn officials were also interviewed. Prime . 
sponsors wer#-found to hav£ difficulty moving participants into 
un subsidized employment. Problems 4 include not providing needed 
.suppbrtive. services, entry-level job skills, or 'remedial skills^and 
not placing' participants in adtivitiAs r£late4 to their occupational 
goal or^njfrt addressing their physical or mental^ han*ii cap's . Prime 
sponsors had not fully implemented their employability development 
systems. Their emplo^abHity* plans lacked basic information about the 
applicant, omitted planned tJETA activities, or did not address 
transition. They often failed^to follow plans or to review and revise 
them. Little emphasis was given**to improving employability * . . 
development . systems . Low priority was given to preparing 
employability plans a?d> to employabilHy development." Recommendations 
called for stressing effective employability\developmenf systems , 
training sp'cmsor's £taffin employability development systems, and 
improving^ technical assistance, and monitoring.. (Appendixes include 
review methodolbgy, position pager on management .systems for 
employability development, and an initial and'revised plan.)> (YLB) 
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Labor Should Make Sure CETA Programs 
Have Effective Employability 
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The 1978 Comprehensive Employment and • 
Training Act amendments established several 
requirements to improve the ability of title II 
participants to obtain unsubsidized jobs. 

Both Labor and State^and locaf'gov^nments^ 
failed to adequately carry out these employ-, 
ability development requirements. GAO be- 
lieves that Labor should placg a high priority 
on ensuring that CETA programs h£ve effect* 
ive employability development systems by 
improving its monitoring, technical assistance, 
and training activities. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THfe UNITED STATES 
* WASHINGTON D.C. 20S4S 



B-205217 



To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representative's <• 

■ * 

This report summarizes the results of our review of the 
impact that the 1978 Comprehensive'- Employment and Training 
Act. amendments had on i^mprpving a employa£ility development 
systems and moving participants iftto. unsubsidized jobs. , It. 
describes weaknesses in State and lbcal government employa- . 
bility development systems which hinder moving, participants 
into unsubs'idized jobs . Th-e Report makes recommendations to 
**the, Secretary of Labor for correcting these weaknesses. 

# „: The review was undertaken to determine what effect the/ 
1978 aifiejidments had on employability Sjpvelopmeht systems, 
•because many past problems • in ,moving participants into un- 
subsidized ^iQp.loyment stemmed from weaknesses i-n- 'these 
sys'tems • . * » 

• -We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
• Office of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of 
Labor. „ . w 

-Comptroller General - 
- of the United States 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL ' S > LABOR SHOULD MAKE SURE CETA 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS' ' PROGRAMS HAVE .EFFECTIVE 

EMPLOY ABILITY 'DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS 

/ ' 

/ 

' D I G E S T 



y Title II of the Comprehensive Employment and 

Training* Act (CETA) is designed. to improve the. 
employability of economically disadvantaged 
persons. Moving participants from title II 
program activities into unsubsidized employ- 

• anent is a key element in achieving the act's ^ 
purpose r * - T 

• * * 

In 1978, the Congress amended the act and added 
several new retirements* to improve employabil- 

• ity development systems — k the process sponsors x , 
use to ensure that participants receive the 
services they need to improve their employabil- 

- ity and moye into unsubsidized employment. One . 
of the main requirements was the employability 
plan. • But , Labor and $the State and local govern- " 
ments operating the programs, failed* to fully 
carry out the new requirements, thus hindering 
movement of participants into unsubsidized jobs. 

4 

% OBJECTIVES OF THE REVIEW ^ 

Before the 1978 amendments, GAO arid other ■ organi- 
zations showed that weaknesses'.in employability 
development systems hampered moving participants 
into tansubsidized^ jobs. The amendments- to title- 
II of the act and Labors implementing regula- 
, tions cbntained several requirements to, strengthen 
these i systems,. GAO sought to determine' the 
impact of these amendments on improying^employ- 
>ability development systems and on moving title II 
participant's rnto unsubsidized' jobs. ^ 

GAO visited ts prime sponsors in 10 'states. The 
files of 1,135 participants were revised and- 478 - 
"of them were ^interviewed*. GAO also interviewed 
sponsor officials at each location, plus' officials 
at the Employment and Training Administration and 
*fiour-of its regional- offices. (See pp. 5 and'6 
and app. 1,1 * 
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PLACEMENT IN ^SUBSIDIZED 

JOBS fAIIyS J TO, IMPROVE 

— : *•» 

Sponsors | problems in moving participants into 
^subsidized jobs continued after the 1978', amend- 
ments. GAO 1 s sample showed that employment and ■ 

-training rjeeds were not met for 26 percent of 
the participants it/ contacted Jxamples bf 
the problems found include hot providing needed 
supportive services., entry-level job skills, or 
remedial skills and not placing participants 
in activities related to their o.ccupatipnal or 
program goal or not addressing their physical 
oriental handicaps. .These and other problems 
were similar to those, ijdentif i£d in previous ' 
studies and; show t£at* employability development 

^ system remained weak. (Sae pp. 8 to 10.) 

Between fiscal years_19,78 fend 1980, the rates for 
placing title II participants into unsubsidized 
jobs'droppfed . - Increases iif^unemployment rates,' 
plus tHe* effects of ne.w provisions in the 1978 
. amendments, such as stricter eligibility requirer 
ments 'and vage restrictions, Contributed aignif i- • 
cantly to this^ decline'. However,^ in GAQ 1 s opinion 
weak employability development systems were also 
a factor. (See pp., 10 to 14.)/ 

EMPLOY ABILITY DEVELOPMENT 
SYSTEMS REMAIN INCOMPLETE 

CETA sponsors- are to' use- employability develop- 
ment systems # to ensure that their programs provide 
participants with the activities and* services 
which- improve .their; employability and movement, 
into unsubsidized jdbs. The basic elements of * 
a system have always^been *embodied s in tihe require- 
ments and .intent of* the act/ and in Labar 1 s regula- 
tions. These, elements- are ^ ^ 

' * —assessing each Applicant to determine whether 
* he Qr.sfte is eligible and whether CETA can 
provide activities and services which will * 
enable him or her 'to obtain unsubsidized 
m . employment, • ' 

/ — developing^ personalized^action plan to 
overcome *each individuals 'barriers to <^n- 
ployment, * • * 

--implementing the*actiori plajt, and ' v $ ' 



* _ — reviewing the participant' s' progress - ^ period- 
ically to v ensure the actioh plan will over^ 
, come his or her barriers and enable him or^P 
her to obtain unsubsidized employment, 

' i * * 

The 1978. CETA amendments and Labor's implementing 
regulations contained several requirements de- 
signed to strengthen these employability develop- 
ment systems, Poremos^t among them was the employ- 
ability *B lan • ' However/ at 'many sponsor locations , 
preparing empl^yabi^lity plans was a paperWork 
exercise that /did lrtfc^^to improve the systems,' 

Sponsor employability p],ans frequently omitted the 
following items required by Labor regulations: 

— Assessment information sfcowinrg the participants 
c employment barriers aftd employment and training 
ne^ds, . • • 

* • ft* 

— Planned activities and services that meet the* 
participants' needs, • %• 

* t 

• t * 

— A plan for , the participants' transition into 
unsubsidized employment*, (See pp, 15 to 30,) 

Many sponsors did not usfe the employability plans 
after preparing them-, Many^plans ttontainfed in- • 
accurate lists ofrths participants' 'activities 
and services because -sponsors^did n r ot update * ~ 
plans when they .provided" additforiM services, 
(See p. 30.) . 

Many sponsors also failed to .periodically, contact 
participants to review their progress and revise 
'the. employability plan. (See pp, 31" to 33,) 

GAO's analysis showed that 'when sponsors developed 
good* plans, kept them up to date, and periodically* 
reviewed participants' progress ; placement rates 
were higher. It is pointed out that employability 
plans and their related procedures do not directly 
get jobs fop. participants, Hpwever, GAO believes 
thatepplrfns which are correctly prepared and^sed 
corrfdcibute to an effective employability develop- 
ment system and enable the sponsors to do* a better * 
job of helping participants obtain unsubsidized 
employment.. (See p, 34,) 



LITTLE EM P HASIS GIVEN TO IMPROVING 
EMPLOYABILITY PEVELOPMENT S YSTEMS 

' • • ' 

Both Labor and sponsors gave little emphasis to 
implementing the employability development re- * 
quinements of the 1978 amendments because their 
•attention was fdcu'sed on other requirements, such 
as eligibility -verification, which did not . ' 
directly contribute toOihe movement of partici- 
pants into unsubsidized jobs. .As a. result, in 
the area of employability plans, sponsors . of ten 
devoted insuf f icient time- to preparing the plans, 
provided little training, and did little* monitor- 
ing. (See pp. "35 to- 38.) 

* • » v * 

Labor tfid not adequately monitor employability 
development ^systems or provide adequate training 
and technical assistance*, Lal^or' monitoring 
.activities were inadequate to 7 identify and .cor- 
rect the weaknesses in sponsors' systems, (See* 
pp. 39 to 42.) 



LaBor^s technical assistance and training were 
alsd inadequate. Many sponsor officials com- 
plained about the vagueness and inconsistency of * 
)the little technical assistance they received. 
In addition, * they complained about the lack of 
content and poQr timing of Labor is training. 
Labor did not give its staff adequate training 
and assistance. (See pg> v . 42 tp 44.) " I . 1 4 

In fiscal year l981,N^abor announced a new tech- 
nical assistance and tbaini-ng prog/ram. This 
program includes a natiortvn.de course in 'employ- 
-ability development, a technical assistance t guide~ 
on employability plans, and tbainfcng.for Labor's 
staff. GhQ* believes that, if these , recent steps' 
are to be ef fectiye ? tabor > must demonstrate - - , 
through' its actions that developing good employ- 
ability development systems Ig important . and has 
a high priority/ (See pp. 44 'and 45.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ^HE 
SECRETARY OF LABOR 

* «. * . ' 

The Secretary should make' sWe that each sponsor 
hras ah effective employability development sys- 
tems GAO makes specif ig recommendations for 
doing this ba pages 46 and 47. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS 

Labor' concurred with GAO's recommendations and 
reported a humber of actions planned or already 
being taken to implement them, (See -pp. 47 and 
48,) 

GAO also. provided the 15 prime sponsors it 
examined the opportunity to revdfew and comment 
on the reports The seven prime sponsors that 
responded generally concurred with GAO's find- 
ings or offered no comments • ,(See p* 48 •) 




INTRODUCTION ^ ; • 

Current title II programs ' - 

Transition to unsubsidized employment is 
fundamental to achieving ,CETA' s- purpose 
0 Employability development systems—a key 
- „ to achieving* goo^ traa^tion performance 
1978 amendments attempted to improve trah- 
' sit ion performance and deal with other, c 
problems 

, Objectives, scope, and methodology 
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TITLE II PARTICIPANTS INTO UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS 
Weak . employability "development systems ' ham- 
pered past transition performance 
■ Prime ' sponsors continue to have prpblems in 
meeting participants ' employment needs 
Transition rates have" nqt improved since the 

1978 amendments • " , 

Conclusions * j « 

PRIME SPONSORS HAVE NOT FULLY IMPLEMENTED THEIR 
' ' EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS . ■ - 

The 1978 CETA amendments sought to* improve 

employability development systems^ 
Many employability plans are inadequate' 

Most prime sponsors visited now prepare 
employability plans for title II 
participants 
Incomplete- assessments hurt CETA's ability 

to identify and meet participant; needs 
Poor planning, of program activities and 
v* services hqrts' placement in unsubsidized 

jobs ' ' ' . 

F^w transition plains prepared 
When completed, employability plans often are 
not. used 

Many prime sponsors failed to. periodically 

review participant progress 
Other studies find similar results 
Conclusions 
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CHAPTER 1 



"INTRO DUCTION I 

' ? . • • ; *. 

\ Title II of the Comprehensive 'Employment and Training Act' 
( CETA) , as "amended in 1978, is designed to improve the employabil- 
ity of economically disadvantaged persohs. The purpose of title 
II programs is -to . y * 

' • « « 

• »■* *; * ease barriers to iabor force participation ¥ ' ^ 
encountered by economically disadvantaged persons, 
to enable such persons to secure and retain em-. v ' 

ployment at their maximum capacity, and to enhance- ^ 
'* the potential for individuals to increase their * ^ 

earhecf incoine. * * *" „ - 4 , 

The enacftment. of CETA in 1973 marked a Vew era in the delivery 
of employment and training services. CETA coitibSrjed several pre- 
vious manpower programs under one act. In a very fundamental way 
it al'so changed how employment training programs operate. Program 
control shifted from the Federal level to more than 400 State or 
local government units, calle'd prime sponsors. 

Generally, a prime sponsor is (1) a. unit of local* government , 
such as a city or county, haying a population? of at least 10P, 000; 
(2) a combination ( consortium) * of local §c^eVhment units, one of 
which serves a population of at l'east 100,' 000; or (3) a State, that 
operates CETA programs in areas outside the boundaries of other ^ 
established sponsors. Prime sponsors numbered over 400 during 
fiscal year 19.81. ' 

While these sponsors have a large role in planning and manag- 
ing employments and training programs under CETA 1 s decentralized 
approach, the Department of Labor 1 s Employment and Training Admin- 
. istratj.on (ETA) shares responsibility for effectively implementing 
such programs. Sponsprs must submit detailed plans to regional 
ET& offices on how they will operate their programs. ETA makes 
grants to sponsors based, on its approval of- their plans. In addi- 
tion, ETA monitors plan implementation, provides technical assist- 
ance, and evaluates sponsor performance. 

Since the initial passage of CETA, many problems were iden- 
tified which focused attention* on the need to m^ke legislative 
. changes*.. These problems included serving individuals who did 
not meet eligibility requirements, using CET^ 'funds as a sub- 
stitute for State and local funds, and failing to focus CETA 
programs on disadvantaged people. However, the problems also' 
.concern^ difficulties in moving, or transitioning, participants 
into unsubsidized jobs. 
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-the program since the Congress passed the.o?^? ac? xn 197?.' ; 

moviAwJ?! 1 ?^ focused ?" 'the impact these changes 'had on" / ' 
moving title IP participants into unsubsidized jobs. 

CURRENT TITLR II ' PROGRAMS' 

» r " ' * 

under 8 ???" 2 e oa« 8 fT^T' 8 ' the P*<***™> ndw provided' for - 
I?/"es^=?ivel?!" 8 ? ^ * WSre »«thor^^» p< Ne titles I and 

>. .Parf B contains the heart of the oriainal pp'tj 

provided ta participants under this part can generally be cate- 
gorized into. one of the following areas. ■ 

""Sn a ?nf??? ^ rain f nq; ^ Any draining normally .conducted in 
an institutional setting. Participants may receive class- 

oasL s*kms g t0 J ear V P ? CifiC S ^ 11S ° r "° nave Jh^ir 33 
basic skills, such as^fnglish or mathematics, upgraded. 

"~°":^ he " 1ob draining .(qjt ) : Training provided to partici-* 
f lS 1 ^ b * Private-sector employers, while^hey 
are engaged m productive work. Through OJT, particjlants 
should learn knowledge and skills essential io^Siffi^ 
form -a specific job. * per 

up 

—Work experience: A short-term or part-time work assianment 
tomeHo f^™ ^o.ne-d assi^tance^n be com? ng^ccus! 

of lhH » I ^ *° r ma ^ ket « Because of the basic nature 
iLt ^"^W, sponsors. often transfer participants " 
into other activities, such as OJT, after they complete ' 
. a short work experience assignment. * complete 

I ' * ' 

— §|£y|eefe* Sponsors, can provide participants with a wide 

variety of services designed to enhance their employ! 
,abi}i£y. These services can include employment counseling 
- occupational tatting, and such services as job develop? 
n * I la = ement activities to help the participants movTf^o 
varied if 6d 6mpl ^ ent - * a ^P™ts can also receive a 
et a y of supportive services, Sy *h as health care, child 
^ care, and transportation allowances. 



~* Part D* authorizes sponsors, to provide m persons with temporary 
entry-level jobs which benefit the Vcommunity . However, such 
public service employment , (PSE ) jobs dannot.be with private ^or- 
prpfit employers. To be eligible for PSE, -a person must be (1) 
economically disadvantaged and unemployed during 15 "of the 20 
weeks before applying for the program or (2). a- member of a- f amily ^ 
receiving public assistance. \ ♦ ^ t • 

Title II also authotizes relatively small programs" under 
parts A and'C. Part *A authorizes grants to governors for provid- 
ing heeded ^vocational education -services in areaa served by spon- 
sors. s Most of the funds must be used to provide vocational educa- 
tion and services to individual* participants . National statistics 
do not break out II -A expenditures, but .based on da!ta ..covering 
ETA's region X, part A comprised about 4 percent of title *II ex- 
penditures in fiscal year 1980. * Part authprizes, sponsors to* ^ 
provide (1) upgrading programs for individuals working at less 
than their 'full capacity and (2) retraining programs for persons 
wh.6 have received, a layoff notice and who probably cannot get. 
a similar job in the labor market area-.. During fiscal year 1980, 
part C accounted for less than 1 percent of title II expenditures. 

' TRANSITION TO UNSUBSIDIZED * « *" 
EMPLOYMENT IB FUNPAMSNTAL 7 " 

TO .ACHIEVING CETA'S PURPOSE v ' ' J^^^ 

Moving participants from program activities into unsubsidized 
employment is a key element in achieving the purpose of CETA. The 
act and Labor 1 s. regulations certain many requirements dealing 
with this objeqtive. These requirements relate to the sponsors 1 
systems for improving^ participants 1 employability and moving them 
into unsubsidized jobs. For example, ETA requires, sponsors to 
<1) design their programs to lead to unsubsidized employment , and 
(2 ) make maximum efforts to move participants" into unsubsidized* 
jobs * 

Employability development systems--a key 
to achieving good transition performance 

Many factors contribute' to transition performance, which is 
the* success or failure of participants 1 moving into unsubsidized 
jobs. Some factors, such as lofeal economic .and , job market condi- 
tions, are beyond the control of .sponsors, yet Van obviously have 
a great influence cyi the' transition' rates . But the sponsors con- 
trol many other factors that can influence success, such as the 
type. and quality of training courses ^nd. jobs, counseling, place- 
ment assistance, and oth6r activities. 

Since the focus of title II is ort individual participants, 
we lopked at sponsors' systems from this framework as well. v 
We use the term "employability development system" to describe 



the processes sponsors use to ejasure that participants receive 
the servaces they need to improve their employability and live 
into unsubsidized employment < Y - % 

fle X iWn?b g ^ CETA '\ deC ^ ffl ^^ approach "allows sponsors much, 
til ini I J r \ ° P ? rat ^ n 9 Programs, the requirements and intent or 
the act and Labor s regulations have*always embodied a framework 
for designing employability development systems. The basic 
elements of this framework aire: ' " 1 

—Assessing each participant to determine whether he or she 
is eligible and can benefit from the program. We believe 
a critical task m this element 4s obtaining enough infor- 
. mation about each participant to allow the sponsor^ 
nfoST? 6 U) Wh3t em P 1 °y lnent and training services are 
" e ! d ?* tp^overcome the participant's employment barriers 
and (2) what the outcome goal of the title II program will 
oLf°V h ?i ? art i ci P ant - except for in-school youths, the 
goal should involve moviiig the participant into Unsubl 
sidized employment/ 

. —Developing a' specific • course of action designed to over- 
come the participant's barriers and meet the outcome . goal . 

—Implementing the course of action established. 

—Reviewing periodically the participant 1 s progress to ensure 

" ofwT 6 • ' aCti S n remainS cons i*tent with Overcoming Ms 
or her barriers and meeting the • outcome goaF. Changed con- 
ditions or problems resulting from this process ma^dic?ate 
a new course of action. ■» ». • Ui ^ ai:e 



nrinc^?!! basic elements are founded in fundamental management ' 
principles and, if effectively implemented, should tend to maxi- 

Tilt/^° K< P erf0rn,anCe in movin g Participants i„£ urisutsi- 

de mp ioy me nt. Each element may be viewed as a building block- 
in a nrior fl i m ^ r ! ant '^ Ut 3 f * ilUre ° f a «y eleme "t can result 
to n 9 x n f lther meets a Participant's needs nor leads 

to unsubsidized employment. d. 

1978 amendments attempted to / ' * 

improve transition performance • • • 

and deal with other problems ' ■ 

* Many changes of the 1978 amendments related directly or *' 
iSbs reC ^L t0 thS 9° a f,? f mov i"g participants into unsubsidized 
Dobs. Some were specifically geared to improve sponsor*,' feftploy- 
ab^lity development systems and/or transition performance! other 

f C ° U l d J^ erSelY 3ffeCt tr ansition perf ormanc^. Major 
the following ' transition under title II programs include 



— Employability plans t To improve sponsors.! systems for 
jnoving participants into unsubsidized -Employment, the 
Coagress required sponsors to help each title II partici- 
vpant develop a personalized employability plan. f 

— Time limits : "In part, to encourage transition, the Con- 
gress established an overall 30-month # limit (in any 5-year 
period) for participating irt^CETA. The Congress also 

y limited. participation in specific programs. For example, 
the amendments generally limited participation in PSE 
prograipsf to 18' months (in any 5-year period). - * • 

— Training PSE participants :. To help improve PSE partici- 
pants 1 ability to qualify for unsubsidized jobs, the 
Congress" required, that title II PSE participants genet- 
ally receive training in addition to their PSE. job . The 
amendments established minimum requirements for how much 

* money sponsors must spenpi on training PSE participants. 

, <- • 

— Independent monitoring units (IMUs) : To improve* the mon- 
itoring of CETA activities, the Congress required each 
sponsor to establish an IMU. 'Through the reviews of such 
units and their resulting recommendations, sponsors 1 per- 
formance could be improved/ • > 

— Reduced PSE wage level's : . In part, to allow rfiore persons 
to be ser.ved with available funds and to help control *the 
substitution of CETA funds for State and local' funds, the 
Congress placed new restrictions on PSE wages. k> Since this 
action Would tend' to limit, the typek of PSE jobs and thus 
* the "employment experiences available to participants it 

' could negatively affect transition performance. jl 

■ — Targeting to the economically disadvantaged : To better, 
target CETA to persons, in need, -the Congress restricted 
the -eligibility for title II-B and II-D programs to 
economically disadvantaged persons. ' This action could 
also negatively affect transition -performance, as the 
program would likely serve more persons with significant 

- employment problems. ; , 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

-Our review focused on the impact of the 1978 CETA amendments 
in improving sponsors 1 employability development systems and ^\ 
transition performance. We reviewed the implementation of the 
various aspects of the amendments that could directly or indi-* 
rectly affect employability development systems or the movement 
of title II participants into unsubsidized jobs. This review 



was performed in accordance with our* current \StandWds f or • 
Functions? ?Vernitiental Organi * ations ' Programs ,' Activities , and' 

Appendix I describes the scope and methodology of our review. 
Briefly, we conducted our review at 15 sponsors- located in 10 * 
States. To help us. in this effort, we developed a "Preliminary * 
Po-suion Paper" on employability development systems. ' (See app. 
' ILK P ur Pose of the paper was ,to. summarize the portions^?. 

^\ regulations that relate to the elements each sponsor 
-should have as* part of its system. At each sponsor we selected a 
/ random sample of participants who had been involved in title II 
I ?h2 g ^ a ? S i SOItie ^ iltie ^tween October 1 , 1979, and March. 31, 1980'. " 
V The total number of participants sampled was L,135. We reviewed 
t^i^™"* th6Se P artici P an ts and talkj^ to' 4 78 of the? o 
titi e *P erl * nces « w e interviewed Sponsor officials about 

their title II programs, • the impact of the 1978 CETA amendments 
on performance, and the causes of problem's that surfaced durinq 
our review. We also -interviewed officials at four ETA regional 
offices and at ETA's national office. To add further perspective 
to our review, we reviewed national statistics on the title II 
programs and several previous reports on these programs by us 
and other organizations. (See app'. VI.) ' 

t- 

Jhe sample results pertain only to the V5 "sponsors we re- 
viewed. Because we" reviewed relatively few sponsors and took a 
judgmental sample, statistically valid projections to all sponsors, 
nationwide cannot be made from ©ur sample. • On .the other hahd, we 
have no reason to believe that the 15 sponsors we reviewed are 
atypical or that the sample resdltrts would be materially different 

H i° n !; de - Samplfe Wer& tal ^ n " In fact ' reports and studies 

?L«J«! / the r organizations show the- same kinds of problems* we . 
ide^ified in this review. (Se^ pp. , 8 , 9, 33, and 34.) TheA- ' 

W ! ^Heve^the ran 9 e and variability of our findings are 
liKeiy to exist at other prime sponsors. . 

• Near the completion, of our fieldwork, the administration 
began action to eliminate a major CETA program--PSE. -when Pres- 
ident Reagan took office in* January 198^, reducing^ Federal ex- 
penditures became a priqrity. His'fiscal year 1981 revised budget 
fn? Ue f he Conqress .allied for aliasing out PSE program! by the 

Q n °L he veaj: . Anticipatfng congressional approval, in February 
^ 8 ii ETA / r ? Ze enr ollments for titles II-D and VI PSE jobs and 
developed plans for phasing out all programs under these titles 
by September 30, 1981. ETA specified in its plans t;hate sponsors- ' 
were to make every effort to move affected participants into un- • 
subsidized jobs or other manpower programs. Subsequently, the 
Congress approved the budget reductions which led to a phaseout 
of PSE programs by the end of fiscal year 1981. 



It is important to note, however, that this action defunds 
only PSE. Thfe 1978 CETA amendments, which are still in effect, 
authorized all title II programs through the end of fiscal year * 
1982. ytxe elimination of PSE does not alter the need for sponsors 
to, have good employability development systems and to achieve 
'good transition performance . v 
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CHAPTER 



• ^ . PRIME SPONSORS' CONTINUE TO HAVE 

PROBLEMS I N MOVING TITLE II PARTI CIPANTS 

V ' @P 

INTO UNSUBSID IZED JOBS 

^ 5 ■ 

\* a ; Be -° re 1978 a ^ end ^ents/ we*and other organizations found ' 

• 25iJ5T f P ° nSOrS ha ^ ^fficulty moving participants in£o ^sub- 
sidized employment. These repbrts ^Often Vshowed that wpMmLa?! ? 
sponsors ■ employability development systems ^ontSbuJd S failures 
in meeting participants' needs ahd hampered moving -them into in - 
subsidized employment. «he Intendments Sained provision! 

to strengthen sponsors' employability development svstems and ?n 
improve transition performance. However we foSnd lilt o- "^ t0 

norhave°t n hL r r blem ? COnti ™ ed ' * ^^l^SS^SnSSifSif 
not haye their employment and training needs addressed ' which \»m 
pered^their movement into unsubsidized Employment? ^ 

WEAK EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOP MENT • 

SYSTEMS HAMPERED P AST — ' 

TRANSITION PERFORMANCE 1 • ' 

\ * * 

« 

Although many participants benefited from title II aetivitl — 
and services before thejl978 amendments, Labor statistics sioild 
*^or e;amcl! e °f%-- eft T A WithOUt havi ^ an unsu^zed job!" ' 
488 000 lllL tt i SC ?- 1978 Lab ° r re * 0r ^ show that neariy 

„ Ji- ? - 11 P artlcl Pants obtained unsubsidized jobs. However 

SI lilte £ X Z£tl J e KT nted ° nly 42 percent of ***** who TeT\\ 
Tine title n program that year. Of the oth^re * ^ V> 

^a^ons?"?/- rSPOrted remin1n9 36 Per ° ent " , ;»£2*t±E« 



-sPast 
employs 



st^teo^^nJ 1 S W6 ' rat6S in part to ineffective placement, 

strategies' and «T*leemphasis on transition- as a -program goal. 

• ♦ " j ■ ' ' 

1/Figures exqlude direct placements and intertitle transfers, "see 
note a-on figure 2.1 (p. 11). rs ' faee « 

2/WilWm Mirengoff and Lester Rindler, "$ETA: Manpower Proor^mo 

™tiT 6 tTiii: Natlonai Academy ° f -/e-r:pf° \ 

1 \ 



jf 'Similarly, our previous repQrts stated that* CETA had problems 
moving participants into unsubsidized jobs,. For example, in a 
1978 report, 1/ w^ seated that most participants did not get or 
keep jobs after leaving classroom training- and OJT. . 

^ The report. noted 'that many participants t * ^ 

— received training for whicn they were neither academically 
nor physically prepared; ' 

J . ' *. . ■. 

— received training in low-demand occupations and received 
jobs which labor market surveys forecasted surplus or q 
low-demclnd occupations; 

— received training 7 that did not provide them with skills 
needed to do the., job; and & * 

I " \ 

• / — received jobs which (1) were not related to tjie^r training, 
' (.2) were_seasonal, (3) had a high turnover r^te, or (4) paid 
little more than the minimum wage. (• { 

Ii^a 1979 review on P§E, 2/ we reported that sponsors lacked 
systematic approaches for moving .participants into unsubsidized > 
jobs and did not emphasize* transition as a program goal. This 
report showed that many participants fc 

— ^remained in theit "tfcmporc*2?y" PSE job^ *for several years, 

* \' . . . * . « /. 

— received na formal training either related or unrelated- tQ 
their " PSE jobs, v . 

^ — received little or no placement assistance from sponsors', 

and ' ^ . ' " , i 

— did not have their employment needs identified or an a.ctibn 
plan developed detailing the activities the^ should .receive. 
As a result, sponsors had no assurance that program actlvi-* 
tj.es would lead to unsubsidized' employment. - \ 



l/U.S* General,. Accounting Office, "Job Training Programs Need More 
Effective Management" (HRD-78-96; Ju}.y 7, 19,78), pp. ii*i and 41. 

2/U.S. General •Accounting Office, "Moving Participants From Public 
Service Employment^Programs Into Unsub^ic^izfe^ Jobs Needs More * 
Attention" (HRD-79-101, Oct. -12, 1979), pp. ii^iv. 



PRIME SPONSORS CONTINUE ': ' - * • 

TO HAVE -PROBLEMS IN ..MEETING » " 

■ ' PARTI CIPANTS/ EMPLOYMENT NEEDS ' <*' . •' * * ' " ' • 

Response .to past problems, ' th£ : Opngrfts added provisions to 
. strengthen sponsors 1 systems for meeting participant. - 'eZiovment 
SoL trainin L^ 6dS ln the 1978 amendments?. (See pa? 2 to 5 ) 
^Hofcever, our^sample tesults show that = 26 percent ofthe part ci- 

&lTftl^* f ,\ h3Ve ' the - ™ment' ana^ra?Sng C needs 
mer^ ^ o ° ften ^ am P^ red o their movement i nto Vuns ubsidi zed employ - 

"ccurred^in \f ?°tiS !?" ^ ' '^^^ ' t0 * feW * Asors and > 

5 all, title $i programs (OJT, PSE,. etc. ) we reviewed. <# 

SSSir inc ^ f that- -sponsors did^ • 

• ""ortat^^ ' ** trans- . 



4r 



—not providing, entry-level job skills r 

—not providing remedial skills, such as : °4ose to acquire a 
General Equivalency Diploma; . .•«•"?• • W -cqj^re a 

—not placing participants S$'a*i&vity related to-thefr 
occupational or ..program goalf '.- ° J 

—not providing needed transition assistance'; or - • 

-not addressing a participant : s. physical or, mental "handicap; 



studies?" 6 Pr ° blemS 3re f m " ilar to those identified in previouj 



TRANSITION RATES HAVE NOT IMPROVED 'u 
SINCE. THE 1978 AMENDMENTS ~ > 



Because weaknesses in sponsors' employabi 1 itv.de veloDment 
systems still 'exist, we believe, there is. room*to aubrtanSaUy 

S^II-'B a'nri-l'D 3 ? 3 ^ 10 "-"^ 3 ' • Lab ° r statistics s'ho^eftLt 
1978? See r?g ? 2 l " ***** ^ 
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' " ,* Figure 2.1 
.National Transition Rates for Title ll-B 
and ll-D in Fiscal Years 1978 to 1980 
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42 



1978 



67 



42 
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63 - 



37 



1980 



ALL TERMINATIONS 
(NOTE b) 



UNSUCCESSFUL 
TERMINATIONS 



POSITIVE RESULTS 
RATE (NOTE c) 



UNSUBSIDIZED PLACEMENT 
RATE (NOTE d) 



•51 



44 



1978 



55 



46 



1979 



45 



35 



1980 



(NOTE el TfoOTE f) 



FISCAL YEARS 



a/ National statistics for part "B;* are commingled with relatively small programs conducted under%arts "A" and "C" (see p. 3) 
b/ Terminations exclude it) people who did not leave CETA but only transferred to other tides and (2) people who wervecorded as 
"direct placements." Direct placements are people wtio, were placetfin an unsubsidized job but without being involved in a Pb£ 
Job or a major training component (i.e., OJT, work experience, ,or classroom training). * 
c/ % In^ides participants j&hb entered unsubsidized employment, left CETA to go back •^School, entered a non-CETA training 

• pSgram, or left CEfA because they completed program objectives rjot involving entrance into unsubsidized employment 
d/ Consists of terminated participants who entered unsubsidized employment, 
e/ Title ll-B progra'rns were authorized under Title I, prior to the 1978.CHTA amendments. • 
f/ 1960 preliminary results; excludes two sponors - New York City and Nassau County*. 




J > -* ^ 

We b.elieve that factors beyond the control of prim<T sponsor 
contributed significantly to the decline in national .transition * 
rates. JThese included increased unemployment, stricter eligibility 
requirements, and PSE wage limitations. However; we believe the 
' continued weaknesses in employ ability development systems also .1 
contributed to the reduction in 1 the .movement of CETA participants ' 
in^o unsubsidized jobs. » 

' 4 

Unemploy ment rates increase — The national unemployment irate . 
increased from 6. percent in 1978-to 7.1 percent in 1980. The 
higher; unemployment., rate indicates that QJ3TA participants faced 
increased competition for available jobs). Most sponsors in our 

• sample blamed^the economy , s in par^, for ^ower, transition rates. 

' Stricter eligibility requirements — To improve the targeting 
of CETA to needy people, the 1978 amendments restricted the^eligi- 
birity-for titles lL-$ and II-D to economically disadvantaged ' • ■ " 

persons. This helped produce major chariges in the characteristics 

• of -participants served. ' For example, sponsors served .more welfare 
and fewer^well-educat'ed persons in fiscal year 1980 -than in 1978. 
In addition, sponsors enrolled more women, minorities, and handi- 
capped persons. (See app. III.) while these shifts bring the \ 
program more in line with the targetihg ob jectives^of the act, ' 
they likely contributed to- the reduced transition rates!* The 
J, new" CETA participants generally have more employment barriers 

to overcome, Past reports %howed that transition rates-have been 
lower for groups often considered to be at a disadvantage in th* 
labor market. For example, Labor ' s Continuous LongitudiWl Man-* ' 
power Survey of fiscal year 1976 participants found that the post- ' 
CETA employment .rate for each of the above groups was lower than 
the rate for all CETA participants', 1/ . . 

t . ' • ■ ■ 

New PSE wages— .To achieve objectives unrelated to* transition, 
such as serving more persons with PSE funds,, the 1978 amendments 
contained sfever^l new wage • requirements*, .the new requirements , 
established a" national average annual PSE wage irate at .$7,200 for 
fiscal year 1979 and prohibited PSE emplbyers from supplementing 
SETA wages. A In*- general, the netf requirements lowered the wages 
for PSE participant^, 

The wage limits caUsed many employers to 'either stop employing -7 
PSE participants or .create new jobs that paid less'. According^ to * 
sponsor officials, -many PSE employ ers_,who stopped employing PSE, 
workers previously N had good transition records >and had offered - 

7" .' ' ' • 

1/Westat, Inc., "Follow-up Report No. 2 '(18 months after"entryh 

Post-Program Experiences and Pre/Post Comparisons for" Terminees 
, Who Entered CETA> During Fiscal Year 1976, (July 1975-June 1976)," 
Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey , Rock vi lie, Md.\ March" 
r97y," Appendix D, Table 20. . 
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positive work expediences . The new jobs that sponsors 'and em- , 
pl6yers created frequently lacked promotion potential and were in * 
low-.skill or unskilled occupations, offering little transition 
potential. In addition, sponsor officials we interviewed' stated 
the shift in PSE jobs hindered their ability to plan and t^rt^er 
"activities that met participant needs and thus hindered the move- 
ment of these persons into unsubsi<dize<^ employment. « ^ 

A National Academy of Scien^e%^report entitled "The New CETA: 
Effect^o'n Public Service Employment Programs " also found that the 
PSE wage provisions shifted PSE jobs ^to lower skill positions. 
According to the report, there has be|p a sharp reduction in- PSE 
jobs for professional positions and sharp increases in laborer 
jobs. In addition, the report found* that job ^isrtructuring^was ' 
generall^accomplished by creating subqntry level positions, such 
as trainee, aide, assistant, and helper positions. 

The impact of the PSE wage provisions has-been greater in * 
some areas than in others, l ETA adjusts the national average wage 
limit up or down for each sponsor to allow for differences in 
local economic. conditions. According to the National Academy of 
Sciences' report, ETA's method gave tbO much consideration to pri- 
vate sector wages'. Because PSE jobs ar^:,li*u,ted to the public 
sector or private nonprofit agencies, iftd'lu£ing private sector 
wag.es in the calculations can cause inequities between sponsors. 
For example, the \report sliows that in some locations the lowest, 
r wages for typists in the public sector are mor^than $2,000 over 
: the sponsor 's ; average wage limit, while in other-locations they 
^are more trtian $2,000 les.s. Because of these kir0s of discrepan- 
cies,^ the National Academy of Sciences recommended that ETA give 
greater weight °td public sector wages when calculating each spon- 
sor's, area average wage limit. 1/ o t 

Weak employability development systems — While higher unem- 
ployment rates, enrollment- of more disadvantaged individuals,, and 
"lower PSE wages make it difficult for* sponsors tp move partici- 
pants* into unsubsidized jobs, these factors alsd make having good 
employability development systems more important. That is, prop- 
erly implemented employability development systems can help mini- . 
mize the adverse impact that the other factors can have on transir 
tion performance. For pxample, employability:: development systems. , 
can minimize the impact of higher, unemployment by assuring that 
title J^t Activities are - oriented to high-demand occupations. Also, 
employability development systems can minimize the impact of serv- 
ing ftfire disadvantaged people by identifying barriers and, planning 

' * 

1/WiXliam Mirengoff, et al., "The New CETA: /Effect On Public 
Service Employment Programs," National Academy of Sciences, 
.(April 1980), p. 170. 



wXJV&STortSSS'Si train*,, needs. 
CONCLUSIONS - ' J - ' • 



particles' needs n and t !n h ^|- SUb !i an ^ ai P"»lei» ' in «eeti„ g 



CHAPTER 3 



PRIME SPONSORS HAVE NOT FULLY 
IMPLEMENTED -THEIR EMPLOYABILITY 



DEVELOPMENT, SYSTEMS 



The 1978 ^ETA amendments contained new .procedures designed to < 
correct some of £he weaknesses in prime sponsors' employability 
development systems — thereby improving the transition of title II 
participants into unsubsidized employments However , as discussed 
in chapter 2, this improvement did not occur • In our opinion/ 
\ sponsors' failure to fully implement the new employability plan 
and other procedures contributed to^this lack .of improvement . 

r The sponsors Ve reviewed were preparing employability plans ♦ 
However/ their plans often lacked basic information about the ap- 
plicant/ omitted planned activities during CETA/ or did not address 
transition out of CETA/ even though ETA's regulations required 
sponsors to include thfcsfc items • t In addition / sponsors often 
failed to follow the plans they had prepared or failed to review . 
and revise the- plans when* they contacted CETA participants ♦ Over- 
all/ we believe that most sponsors we visited considered the em- 
ployability plan and its related processes to be a paperwork exer- 
cise that did littlfe to improve the employability development 
system* 

• Our analysis showed that/*wheji sponsors did carry out many 
df the employability -planning procedures/ more*-of their partici- 
'ants obtained unsubsidized jobs. - ^ 



THE 1978 CETA AMENDMENTS ' - 

SOUGHT TO IMPROVE EMPLOYABILITY 
DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS 

Sponsors are to use employability development systems to as- 
sure .their programs provide participants with .the activities and 
services which improve their .employability and help ensure their 
movement into unsubsidized employment • The basic elements of the 
aystem have always been embodied in the 'requirements and intent 
of the act and in ETA's regulations Th^se elements are . 

- y- , , u ' ; 

— assessing each applicant to determine whether he or she is 
eligible and whether CETA can provide, activities and -serv- 
ices which will enable him or her to obtain unsubsidized 
employment/ 

- / • 
— developing a personalised aofeion plan~~hp overcome each 

individual's barriers to employment/ 
— implementing the action plan/ and . ^ 



< 



""fhl^^? 9 3 P arti ?ipanf s progress perioficallv to ensure 

managele„1"rIncS!e S SS^SSTf • ,r ? founded in f""° a »ental . . 
to maximize s^nsSs' L f„« « ? Implemented , should tend ' 

subsidized employment. " mOVlng P a "*"P a nts into un- 

• stag ss-k sSjS 3 ?- 2 ^ - - « y - 

ity plan jointly Sith each t?t!e daval °P. a . Penalized employabil- 
this plan] the iTpS.V^Et^iiTOMi.lf: s^s^n 

that ijt will providrtr«hie™%h» ™f aot «lties and services 

tioipant. Pinall V yftnepU„ e m ust^elcrfbr h ortrans r iti 9 oi V r f Par - 
subsidized employment should be achieved t rans f tion into un- 

completed-plan should focus attenMnn ™ J °ur. opinion, the 

»ss pu^^¥no? e dre€S1ei £ t «--- s - • 

helping participants obtaifi-uTieab^ized employment ' ° f 

o U irp2S;! ,B 3 nd ™ ent f 3nd re 9 ulati °ns contained several other re- 
K^^XSe^^ 

ress, evaluatihq the iob mar kp r ^yiewing. participant prog- 

9 ne ^ ma "et, and training pse participants. 

MANY EMPLOYABILITY 

PLANS ARB I NADEOIIATR ' • 

— T » 

ments-and' be^reparCplans 2? tffiji^art^^T 
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'As a result, the participants in our sample who had poor f 
. employability plans* fared little. better at obtaining unsubsidized 
jobs than those having no plan. However, when sponsors prepared 
good employability plans, significant improvements in placement 
v rates occurred. • f 

Most" sponsors visited now 
^ prSpare employabildty plans 
for title II participants 

Overall, 74 percent, of the participants in our sample had 
employability plans. All the sponsors we visited except Lincoln," 
Nebraska (47 percent), prepared plans for most of their title II 
participants. (See fig, 3.1.) Three, sponsors prepared plans for 
each participant sampled. 

This is a significant improvement, over • the situation existing 
before the Congress enacted the 1978 CETA amendments. Our 1979 
PSE transition report showed that between July and November 1978 
only 6 percent of the PSE participants sampled had an employabil- 
ity plan . 1/ . % 

* 

, Further increases in the extent to which employability plans 
are prepared should occur in £he future. The Lincoln, Nebraska, 
sponsor began preparing plans for all new enrollees in January 
1980; the St* Louis' County ,° Missouri, sponsor began preparing 
them at all intake locations in February 198^ Other sponsbrs 
prepared plans for new enrollees but did not prepare them for 
previously enrolled participants. . In these locations, the propor- 
tion >of participants with employability plans should "rise as new 
participants are enrolled or as participants who enrolled before 
the sponsors began preparing plans leave. 

S ' <• 

ETA's regulations require sponsors to prepare employability 
plans ( jointly with participants and to give them copies. About 
80 percent of the participants who had employability plans recalled 
, t be|.ng involved in preparing" the plans, and 84 percent of *the °plans 
.we % re viewed showed by signature or other means that the partici- 
piants were involved or agreed with the documents. However, only 
33 percent of the participants we interviewed for whom /a plan, 
existed recalled receiving a copy. Some sponsors attributed this 
low, percentage to their practice , of not providing copies of plans 
to participants unless they requested them. Others' attributed it 
to participants 1 fjot remembering that they received a copy. 

Our sample results indiqate that involving participants in 
preparing , their plans has positive benefits. Participants who 
told us they were involved in preparing their ' plans" had better 



l/U.S; General Accounting Office '(October 12, „1979h p. -16. 



Figure 371 
Employability Plan Completion 
for 15 Prime Sponsors' 
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quality plans. Further, their placement, rate was 22 percentage 
points higher than participants who had employability'plans but 
were not involved in preparing them* 

Incomplete assessments hurt 

CETA's ability to identify 

and meet participant needs * 

The Congress and ETA established several specific require- 
ments pertaining to assessing participants' needs and goals* 
However,. because they often failed to follow these requirements, a 
sponsors did not meet the employment and training needs of some 
participants. This practice has hampered participants' ability 
to obtain unsubsidized employment. 

Many participants received 
poor assessments 

The 1978 CETA amendments required sponsors to assess the 
appropriate mixture of training and employments services each par- 
ticipant needed. Sponsors must make this assessment at the time 
an individual enrolls in a title II program and record the results 
in an employability plan. ^ • 

ETA regulations added further requirements. First, an employ- 
ability plan must include assessment data showing the participant 1 ; 
emplbyment readiness (this -cou^d include previous work history, 
education, skills, etc.), employment barriers, and specific employ 
ment and training needs. Seconfy ETA requires sponsors to limit ^ 
empllSyftient and training to occupational fields in whi^h the p£rtic 
ipant can reasonably expect to get- unsubsidized employment. To 
effectively meet this last requirement, we believe sponsors must'^ 
consider and discuss with participants the labpfr market opportuni- 
ties in their chosen fields. 

Our. review indiqates that many title II participants received 
incomplete assessments. Figure 3.2 v shows th<? extent to which we 
found infdrmation ojn five assessment areas which we believe are 
required by the regulations or good management practices^ The 
'areas are the participants (1) previous skills, (2) interest or 
career objective, (3) employment barrier's, (4) goal at the end of 
his or her CETA involvement (outcome goal), and (5) .employment 
and training needs. As shown, only 15 percent of the participants 
,in our sample had complete asse§sment information recorded in thei 
employability plans; * ' 

Figure 3.2 shows only part $f the story. Sponsors did a 
poorer job of selecting* participants 1 outcome goals thaji'the 
information in figure 3.2 shows. Only 73 percent of the plans 
that had outcome goals described a specific type 6f expected tun- 
subsidized employment. The goals in the remaining 27 percent were 
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« TYPE OF ASSESSMENT 
INFORMATION 



PREVIOUS SKILLS 



INTERESTS AND' 
CAREER OBJECTIVES 



OUTCOME GOAL 



BARRIERS TO ■ 
EMPLOYMENT 

SPECIFIC EMPLOYMENT 
AND TRAININC^NEEDS 

PLANS CONTAINING ALL 
• FJVE TYPES OF 
ASSESSMENT INFORMATION 



Figure 3.2 
Extent of Assessment Information 
In Employ-ability. Plans 

PERCENT qF«SAMPI .ED PARTICIPANTS WHO HAfi 

£tANS CONTAINING PUNS LACKING 
/THBWNFORMATIDM i THE INFORMATION N0 PLA N 
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for something other.* than employment, such as returning to school 
(about ljalf, of* this group* were in-school youths enrolled in work 
experience), of for unsubsidized employment of any type, no matter 
what the job was, wtierfe it was located, or what it paid. Descrip- 
tions of the participants ' employment barriers were also poorer 
than the 'figure shows. Only 40 percent of the plans describing 
the participants' employment % barriers explained how the barriers 
affected participants' employment. The other 60 percent were so 
.general that they did not 1 specify how the barriers affected the 
participants 1 employability. For example, many plans indicated 
barriers by checked boxes, suchras ''handicapped," "lacks skills," 
or "lacks experience, " without describing the handicapping condi- 
tion, its effect on employability , or the skills or experiences 

that were lacking. - ^ 

* * * • • 

We believe that* assessments should include some analysis of 
the jot?s available within the participants' expected occupation, 
While we see no need to include details about such labor market 
information on individual employability plans we do believe that 
sponsors should discuss it with participants when determining out- 
come goals and employment and train'ing n'eeds. * In this way sponsors 
should avoid training participants in occupations .where^too many 
qualified people already compete for the available job openings. 
However, .only about half th^*participants interviewed remembered 
discijssing the availability of job openings as part of ' their 
assessment and goal-setting experience. Several sponsor officials 
stated that their staffs are unable to provide such job market 
information to participants because the information is not com- 
piled and made available to the sponsor. 

Poor assessments^ hurt- transition 

The results of our sample indicate that properly assessing 
applicants 1 needs and barriers and recording the assessment infor- 
mation on employability plans can improve program performance. For 
example, the placement rat&s^among our sampled participants were 
higher wfieji the plans showed the* outcome goals, the participants' 
skills, or their employment barriers, (by 8, '5, and 4 percentage 
points, respectively). Placement rates were also higher when 
sponsors discussed labor market information with the participants 
(by 27 percentage points )T Other benefits can occur as well. For 
example;, those participants who had plans describing their program 
goals more often had 4 . their employment and training % needs met. 

• Conversely', assessment e *Weaknesses have adversely affected the 
movement of people into unsubsidized jobs that meet their needs. 
The following are examples from several sponsors we visited. 
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-A sponsor trained an Individual in a sniall print shop 
operation without discussing the labor market with him. 
After 6 months of training, the participant tried to obtain 
a 30b in this field,, but found no market for his new skill. 
The sponsor then tried *o enroll the individual in security 
guard training. The participant rejected this, and he was 
unemployed when we talked to tiimT 

-A participant received an OJT job ttta heating and cooling 
contractor. The participant stated Cftat he did not remembe 
discussing the -labor market with the sponsor's staf.f. The 
individual was laid off 1 month after completing OJT, and 
he could not find work in that field. When we contacted 
him, he had a seasonal* job with a county park department 
which he -obtained on his own. 

-A participant having extensive aircraft maintenance lexperi- 
ence in «ie military " needed only a high school - diploka or 
equivalent to get a job in the aircraft industry. However, 
because the sponsor's subcontractor failed to identify 'this 
barrier, it did not provide the participant- with the train- 
ing he needed. Instead, the subcontractor placed him in a 
PSET -job as a .groundskeeper . , * . - 

-A participant had leg problems which hindered his ability 
to walk long distances and lift heavy items. However, his 
employability plan/ did not identify this problem. The 
individual "receded an OJT job- as a truck driver, but on 
his first trip he learned -that, he Was to unload the truck. 
This he could not do. He quit the job after 1 day, and 
he was still unemployed when we talked to^ikn. 

■An employability plan noOpd .only that the participant had a* 
physical handicap, but itSdld not describe how the handicap 
could" affect her empioymenVT The individual was confined 
to -a wheelchair, which hampered her ability to drive. The 
sponsor's subc6ntractor' placed her ih a CETA job 'requiring 
a lengthy commute. She found commuting to be dij&Eicult and 
quit after about 3 months." 

•A participant wanted to get into police work. .However,, the 
prime t sponsor gave him a work- experience job as a janitor, 
which he -quit because it did not help him achieve his goal. 
His employability plan did not identify his employment -.and- 
training needs. - 1 

A participant had -a CETA "job as a/Tambulance driver-^While 
his employability plan did - not ndte any employment or 
training needs, he needed training as an emergency medical 
technician to remain in this field. The sponsor did not 
provide this training to him even after he specifically 
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requested it. After the sponsor terminated him at thg/par- 
ticjLpat'ion time limit, he was unemployed until he eould 
- obtain the needed training. When we contacted him, he had 
completed the necessary training on ohis own and was employed 
at a hospital. -* * 

: • • • - • * : 

Poor planning of program activities 

and .services hurts placement , ~ \ 

in unsubsidised jobs > 

. ' • 

After sponsors have assessed participants 1 specific employ- 
ment and training needs 7 ETA's regula'tipns require, 'that they 1 
specify the program activities and services each participant will * 
receive frQm the full rarjge of available services. However, spon-* 
sors had problems planning .activities and services to meet partic- 
ipant needs and often failed to consider available services in 
making' these plans. As a result, some participants did not obtain 
unsubsidjteed .jobs because they had not overcome their, employment 
barriers. 

ETA's regulations require each employability plan to show the 
specific activities and services the sponsor will develop and pro- 
vide to meet the participant ' s^ employment and training needs. 
Further, the act and ETA's regulations require sppnsors to con- 
sider all available CE'tA and community services when analyzing 
par£*eijfants 1 needs and planning their activities .^nd services*. 

But compliance with this requirement varied significantly 
among the sponsors we .visited. One sponsor described activities 
and services on every e!^ploy ability plan we sampled, and two spon- 
sors omitted this information for more than* half/ thV participants ' 
we sampled ♦ Overall, about 35 percent of the participants in .our 
sample cSj.d not have planned activities and services described on 
an *employability plan^ " ' ' " ~* &® 
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Failing to plan activities that meet a participant's needa/ 
can result in those needs' not being met. To illustrate: 

o * 

— One participant needed trans^ortatie^ to work." The sponsor 
did not identify this need "On his plan and failed £o seek 
a remedy. The participant was plaqed in a CETA job, but • 
nothing was done about his transportation dif f iculties T : * 
-As a result, he quit after 4 days. When we talked to him, 
he was still unemployed. 



—A participant at a different sponsor did seasonal .work in 
a 1 cannery and needed training and sdditibftal experience in 
typing and bookkeeping sex,- she could obtain, employment in her 
||hosen field. However, £he sponsor planned no skills train- 
ing for the' individual and sent her to a job-search training 
program.* This did not help her, 'and she eventually went 
back to the cannery. 
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tiviiiVJ™* Sponsors did not ensure that' available CETA ac- 
pllin no acfivItIes e a S nd e s r ! 6o ^ ide ^d for. each -participant when 

* rSer^lf app^canK ' ■ u ? COnt « c ^ -de no- assess^ent'bef'ore" 6 ^ 
reierrmg applicants to prospective employers. ■ If an emDlover ' 
hired an applicant, the individual went-to the sponsor^ of f lL ■ 

Htlr At 1S t'hit 9 t^e i jL Veri£ied , and m ^oyao?!?tTpl a S"rI! 
!r^ra»s A as«Tor:or!;%xpS!e„;e S . Sta " -ch 

Accor^infto ■ ™ " oriA ^tion and assessment staff. . 

He Also stated frhafrK se ^vices because of the- lack of staff. 

^ Hn V t 5 ird sponsor had 12 intake centers for enrolling CETA oar- ' 
ol?e?ed were nofth^ £S , pro 9 rams . f ^t, even if /the services they • 

D ' ei! The problems sponsors had in providing* draining to title u-n 
PSE participants further illustrate their failure tl f ully con" 
' e snoa^! llab \ e S ^ ViGeS When ' Panning activities that p«tic£ants 

KSJ.S 2 I» S n S:f n Si^ b ? ,t thiS lack of £rainina P-ompied P ?Se 
congress m 197'8 to establish new legislation requiring sponsors 

to increase training for PSE participants. We found however hat 
£anL SP °^\l ld n0t P la n fining for most' of their PSE par tic i^ 
Rants. ; only 34 percent of our sampled PSE participants had train- 

proyabuIty'pLn" I^V 0 ^ PSE 3obl incluleffn^he^r em- 
33 percen^of all psr m ^ a rly f ^ national ETA reports shot that only 
1980 ?n a ^nin Participants received training "in fiscal year 

• rfqSirements^or ^'/fny sponsors did not meet the minimum spending 

• requirements for PSE training. .The Congress required sponsors to 
spend 15 percent of their fiscal year 1980 PSE LndTon*?ra?n?ng! 
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However, as figure 3.3 shows, only three sampled sponsors met this 
minimum.* ' Information available for all sponsors in two ETA regions 
showed similar results. Such' problems as employers not ^anting 
to\ giye participants time off for training or participants 1 refus- 
ing t£> take training contributed ,to this condition. However, in 
our opinion, the lack of training sponsors provided illustrates a 
more fundamental .weakness of failing to use or view CETA as a 
comprehensive program — a program that can pr<?vide a v^ide range of 
. services and activities to meet participants 1 needs. 

Few transition plans prepared 

• Developing^ transition plans is important to assure that an 
employability development system achieves its purpose. But in- 
adequate transition -planning was perhaps the^most serious N weakness 
in the employability development systems we reviewed. 

Sponsors prepared few transition plans, provided little train- 
ing, and ^ave little assistance to participants in finding unsub- 
sidized jobs. e Many participants went - through CETA title II pro- 
grams without learning how to search for a job; as a result, they 
had difficulty finding unsubsidized employment. For example, one' 
* participant received 12 weeks of training in weldinc/,, but received 
no assistance in seeking employment. <When we talked to the in- 
dividual/ he said he was unemployed and had no idea how to search 
for a welding job. 

A participant at another sponsor had almost completed a secre- 
tarial traininc^jprogram when we talked to her. At that time she 
did not know how she would get a job when her training ended. She 
planned to go back on welfare. 

In neither of these examples did the sponsor include a tran- 
sition plan in the participant's employability plan. ETA's regu- 
lations require sponsors to include in each employability plan an 
individualized transition plan for moving the participant from 
program' activities to .unsubsidized employment. However, as 
figure 3.4 sh£ws,*an average of about 1 percent of th^ partici- ' 
pants in our sample (excluding in-school youths) had an employ- 
ability plan that Included a good transition plan. 

, In pur* opinion, transition plans should describe how the par- 
ticipant will move from program activities into an, unsubsidized 
job. For example, one good transition plan stated, "To. obtain GED 
[General Equivalency Diploma T, to continue OJT, a*nd to complete AA 
[Associate of Arts] in Natural Resources and to apply promotionally 
t f or Ranger I." Another sponsor's good 'transition plan stated, rt To 
^participate it} PRC [Pre-release Center] job'clinic; to attend all 
* v life skills services, to contact various employers engaged in the . 
repair and maintenance of automobiles, to attempt to locate em- 
ployment.^ On thp average about 7 percent of the participants we 
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Figure 3. Su- 
spending to Provide Training to 
Title ll-D PSE Participants 
Fiscal Year 1980 



PRIME SPONSQR 

REGION I / 
BROCKTON; MA 

FALL RIVER, MA 

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, NH 

PROVIDENCE, Rt ' 

° REGION III 
DELAWARE COUtiTY, PA 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD 
PHILADELPHIA, PA 

REGION VII 

JEFFERSON-FRANKLIN 
. COUNTIES, MO 

LINCOLN, NE 
ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MO 
WOODBURY COUNTY, IA 
REGION X 

CLARK COUNTY, WA 

MID-WILLAMETTE 
VALLEY CONSORTIUM, OR 

PIERCE COUNTY, WA 

SPOKANE CITV-COUNTY 
CONSORTIUM, WA 

AVERAGE FOR THE 15 
PRIME SPONSORS 
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figure 3.4 
Extent to Which 15 Prime Sponsors. 
Prepared Transition Plans 



PRIME SPONSOR 
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] Specific transition plan, which described how the individual would seek employment. 



General transition plan, which described the expected result of job search but not how the search would proceed. 
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sampled had general transaction plans, which frequently consisted 
,onlyof such statements as "job referrals," "hope for placement 
at training facility," and "placement ' within the ' clerical fiel^' 
We believe transition plans would be more effective if they spe- 
cifically described how the individual will move from program 
activities to unsubsidized employment. • program 

' • According *6 ETA and sponsor .officials, the transition plan 
K neCeSSlty ' be general when sponsors first .prepare ,itv but 
should become more- specif ic as termination • approaches . However 

!Jv H " 0t l that SUCh im P ro " vem ent in transition plans-occurred 
for the participants in our sample. x : 

hp^J n n th !' PreViOUS ' eXainples " itsee p - 25) ' the participants re- 
1 no t raining ln hQW tQ gearch for a jQb QJr he J n findi 

a 30b. This is not unusual. Only 20 percent of the participants 
we sampled had employability plans which included transUio^train 
mg or placement help. . train 

sample re sults also, indicate that transition plans and 
activities increase a person's chances of obtaining unsubsidized 
employment. Terminated participants having at least a general , 
hiaW K nad . a placement rate that was 12 percentage points 
higher than those haying no written transition plans. And termi- 
nated participants having transition activities included in their 

• i tY ' P i anS a P lacement «te that was 16 percentage 

points higher than those with no suan activities planned. 

! « ' . • 

^ . 

Sponsors had problems preparing employability plans that met 
^n S - r T^ 10nS ' * Fi9Ure 3 ' 5 sh ° WS . that ' °verali, P the average 

Hi il-Zl Wer tha " thrSe ° f tlie six ^Portant items'. ^These • 

sxx items are 



—the participant's outcome goal; 

—the assessment information, such as skills or previous work 
history; tfp '« 

--the pai&icipant 's employment barriers; 

—the participant's specific employment and training needs; 

—the specific services and activities ' the sponsor will 
develop and provide to the participant ;, and 

t — the transition 1 plan.' * 

Sponsors need to nteke significant improvement in' their em- 

'ii 0 ™? 1 ^** P ^ nS t0 ^W^^^ ^A's regulations. 'But compliance 
is not the only reason fbr preparing good employability plans. 



Figure 3.5 

TheQuality of Employability Plans Prepared . 
by'the 15 Prime Sponsors We Visited 
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AVERAGE COMPLETENESS —SIX REQPtR ED ITEMS (NOTE a) 
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4 Average for the 15 
prime sponsors 
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32.8 



32.3 



33.5 



34.0 



33.6 



2 



a/ Thesesix items were: program goal, assessment information, employment barriers, specific employment and training needs, 
specific Services and activities to be developed and provided to the participant, and a transition plan. 
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placement rate that was 18 LrnJl * necesssary items had a 

who either had Jl~oJ hS ^JS^Si*'- 111 ^*' than terminees 
of the six items. P * con taanmg only one or none 



WHEN COMP LETED, EMPLDYARTT.ttv 
PLANS OFTEN ARE NOT~USRn 



plans to prove they complied SE ' ^ & s P° nsors filed the 

use. them- as a tool to So 2h« ^ J e ? ulations and did not 
achieve its goals? ? n Iddi^nn P loyablllt y development system . 
Pianst As a Ssuit ?he till. n ' ^ onsors rarely revised their 
oTke activitie% U ^d t ^c a es S ^£^™J^^ 

, cases the plans^tel relativgy^inor's^rvices 163 * ^ U °** 
portation -assistance or tools, in o he ca^es th e ^ 33 tiranS_ ~ 

.major activities, such as PSE employment or* Ott % P 3 ' omiti r e * 
usually update plans when *w ^,3? 5 ° * $P on sors did not 

clonal se?vices P She plans of I ?f P artlci P an ts with addi. 
we sampled contained re vision! * 12 P6rCent ° f the Participants 

revisiS„r e i?K d c'orrecfii^ P lans -eded 

and services described in then S 5 between the activities 
.ticipant or to revise aid u^L?^ ? those received by the par- > 
visions made indica?! -Sft ^L^S™™^ 10 " plan ' The few re- 
ployability p^ans durina th. P ^? • f re< * uen tly d ° ™t review em- • 
~r%inioS, 8pS; 8 2?"2hoS5S SSiS 1 ^ 8 i nv °lvement "in CETA. Ir 
changing the actinias and sirvi.I ^ em P lo y abil ity plan before 

oTtS-L- -in "tnisT* ^s%^d P = ^elrnge; " 
considefa-1 T^llll P r^^. 

rate. The te?mina?ed ^irtlSK 5°°" * eep them d P dat ed and accu- 
Plans describing a^f the servi'Sf ^ OU f. sam P le with employability 
a placement rate 18 perlen^ae noin?f act ; vities they received had 
plan or having a plaS thS 5?S «Zt 9her tha - n those without a 

ices and activities accuratel y describe their serv- 
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MANY PRIME SPONSORS FAILED 
TO PERIODICALLY REVIEW 
PARTICIPANT PROGRESS 



The last element of an employability development system is to 
contact" participants to assure their CETA" experience is progressing 
as planned. ETA's regulations require sponsors to periodically 
assess participant progress, review the employability plan, and 
revise the plan accordingly. In examining whether sponsors com- * 
plied with this requirement, we found that they o'ften contacted 
.only about two-thirds of the participants to assess their progress. 
As shown in the previous ^section, we also found that sponsors 
rarely reviewed and revised employability plans during partici- | 
pants 1 CETA experience. 

, ETA's regulations do *not specify the frequency of participant 
contacts for any program except work experience programs, in which 
sponsors (ox their representatives) must review jand document par- 
ticipant progress every 60 days. Based 4 " on our discussions, with 
ETA staff members and sponsor officials, we believf^ that a docu- 
mented progress review every 90 days would be appropriate for in- 
dividuals in title II programs oth^r than work. experience. For 
example, 12 of the 15^ sponsors we visited •either required or 
recommended that contacts occur at least 'every 90 days. 

However, while most sponsors required pr recommended con- 
tacting participants every 90 ,days, they had problems achieving 
that level. Documentation showing such contacts existed for only 
60 percent of the participants in 'our sample. (See fig. 3.6.) 
Based on our discussions with" participants and review .of their 
files, we found that sponsors usually documented tlies6 contacts. 

The following examples demonstrate what can happen wjiarf' spon- 
sors do not make frequent contacts. 

, — One participant had" l?een a PSE janitor for more than 8 years 
when we contacted hinw The individual did not know he was 
enrolled in CETA, and had not been contacted by sponsor 
staff.' Hd "had no idea how he would find another job. 

— Another sponsors records showed that a participant was 
actively enrolled in a fc job placement program.^ Until we 
x contacted her; no one had contacted her or provided any 
, CETA*-funded service "for 5 months. We found she had ob- 

tained her own. unsubsidized job and had been working at it 
for a month. * 

--Another sponsor terminated ,a participant from his PSE job 
after 7 months^for eJcces'sive absenteeism. No evidence' 
existed that the ^sponsor ever contacted this .individual/' *" 
eyen though the employability plan noted that lie was 
mildly retarded and 'had an alcohol problem. ^ .< 
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Figure 3.6 

Percent of Documented Progress Review 
Contacts With Sampled Participants 
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' The results of our sample indicate that frequent contact has 
a positive effect on participants. First, participants who told 
us that sponsors contacted them at least every 90. days during their 
CETA participation (60 days for work experience) had a placement 
rate 17 percentage- points higher'than the. rate among those that 
. prime sponsors did not contact this frequently. Participants who 
were contacted every 90- days also' had higher rates of . • 

' — having -all their activities and services listed on their 
employability plan (23 percentage points higher), ^ 

— receiving activities * and services related to their employ- 
ment goal (18 percentage points higher), and 

—knowing how to search for a job (39 percentage points 
higher). 

OTHER STUDIES FIND SIMILAR RESULTS 

. In a separate study ETA contracted for, the researchers found 
many problems whe*n they examined the implementation of employabil- 
ity plans and relkted requirements of the 1978 CETA. amendment s . 1/ 
This study included only PSE participants, and its findings were 
based primarily on interviews conducted in June and July 1979, 
only 2 monthjs after ETA published its regulations. The study found 
that '40 percent of the 28 prime sponsors visited considered the 
i employability plan to be a paper exercise. The study also noted 
that some sponsors planned to contact participants only about once 
a year to review their progress and that 15 percent of the sponsors 
did not plan to contact participants at all. 

In a followup study after 18 months of experience under the 
1978 CETA amendments, the researchers' preliminary report contained 
the following: 

- - "The usefulness' of -employ ability development 

plans in .-improving, the assessment function was at- " v 

tested to by more than 60 percent of the sponsors 
* interviewed. This is a more positive reaction than • < 

v . that found in our previous study made shortly after 

s-s the new CETA went into effects at' that time about 

one-half considered EDPs . worthwhile . In* the view 
~» of these respondents, the EDPs result in programs 
that are- better tailored. to the needs of individ- 
uals".- According to one field observer: 



l/Mirengoff, et al. (April 1980), pp. 135-136. 



ERJC . . - 45 




'counselor and pirticinln? " Process, with intake . 
and appropriate ^roiraT' ffi'S? " a r ™Me 
sensitivity to. tne farticip'antTne^^^l " 

assessment Se process SolfSn^ EDPS i-P^ving 

demands for^SoSKSSf £S\i h * f d ? d P a P^°^ 
They view "the EDP as an unnf^f the slowing of intake, 
routinely performed .^^2^?^™ *?" *' 
ments.,. As one field observe? "ted* •^f^i re< JUire- - 
proved assessment somewhat L? ^ ■ ■ y have im - ■ 

openings the^me^ r^~£K W^f/* 
* CONCLUSIONS . / 

; ^ T ^ts%T^ the 1978 CETA 

dxd not use. Just preparing plans does UttTe T fre ^ e "tly 
effectiveness of emplovabilitv SoL?° little to improve the 
meht of title II participants W l9pm ? nt ^ St&ms and the Place- 
procedures by theLel^^do not 'd^ecSv ^ 11 ^ Pla ° 3nd ?el *ted 
ployability. However, when p^epaJed JJS ^J^e participants' em- 
can serve as a tool which enable I th/S d corr ^ c tly the plans 
and services in a manner " ® -»^ fe P onsor to use activities 
Plans often lacked £ c ^fSSi^ M %i heir ef ^ctiveness Many 
value. The usef ulness of t£ese pUnTw^ W6re ? f "ttl. * 
cause sponsors often did not use 1*11 Z? 8 dimi *ished be- 
serv.ces.for participants ^e^^ 

reguire^^s^^^ 1 ^^^ 13 Md US6d 
participants obtained unsubsidized Kk P P r ° c ^es,' more 

that ETA requires these ^rocedJres fn^^ 1^*°™'' con sidering 

«~ causes^ thi8 coiSiS^ 
1/William Mirengoff, et a,l '"p>, Q n^m,* r, 

, Bureau of Social Science Aesearch^J^ 16 ? 06 : "78-1980, 
(April 1981), p . 70i Kese ^ch, fhc . , preliminary report • 
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MORE EMPHASIS SHOULD BE GIVEN TO . 

IMPROVING EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS 

Both ETA and prime sponsors gave little emphasis to imple- 
menting requirements of the 19 78 amendments that were aimed at 
improving sponsors' employability development systems. As a re- 
sult, sponsors often ^ 

— devoted little effort to employability planning, 

— provided little training or technical assistance to their 
staff or subcontractors on employability plans,- and 

—did little monitoring or review of employable! ty plans to 
assure they were implemented properly. m 

Similarly*. ETA failed to assure that sponsors complied with the 
requirements of the act. ETA did not adequately 

* V 

— monitor employability development systems, 

- 1 

-^-provide sponsors with training and technical*,, assistance 
in employability development systems, and * 4> ' 

— train its own staff to properly monitor and assist the 
/sponsors with the implementatiQn of the requirements. * 

However, in -fiscal-year 1981, both ETA and 'sensors took . V 
actions which Should improve employability development system?. 
ETA announced plans for improved technical assistance and train- 
ing, and a few sponsors changed their employability* planning 
procedures. While this is a good start, we believe, that Tittle, 
substantial improvement will occur unless ETA and^sponsors give 
higher priority' to. employability development systems.' 



SPONSORS PLACED" LflTTLE 
EMPHASIS ON PREPARING 
EMPLOYABILITY PLANS 



„ ^Many sponsors gave a low priority to the- task of preparing 
employability plans,. Instead, they, generally emphasized other 
requirements that carried greater financial penalties for noncom-; 
pliance. As a result, some sponsors did not (1) spend very much 
time in preparing employability plans, (2) stress employability 
plans in their technical assistance and training efforts', ajid;-. ? . v 
(3) identify weaknesses in their plans through ,their monitoring '*' 
efforts.' In our opinion, these conditions contributed to "poor , 
employability development systems. ► * 



.55 



concentraLd^heCwiVefl^t^ 6 1978 ™ ena °«"s. many sponsors 
verification, and other Y a ?"s"ot ^;^^ ment lBVel3 ' eli 9ibility 

emphasized getting the "buas" SSt ^ ^° nS ° r St3ted that the * had ' 

not meeting a oartiil™n?.! Ruction in grant funds. However, 
aM 1 it y t ^a 9 n a 6rL: g s 0 „rri t „a S „cia1 S p :na?^ Parin9 3 ^ 

- Sponsors did not provide eno ugh ~ * 
, tame for preparing plans 

affect £ ^t^"i ) 2r27^ 1 ^-T w * iut ' pians " 

tive's a'nd program gpa"° for "J ErSSEE* 'a;^ 6 Career ° bjeC " 

sponsors generaliy gave employaMu"y C plans. ^ ° f P 110 "^*^ , 

Sponsors did not • * • 

provide *enough training • 



purpose. «to r j£JLT2£J y '£ T ?3S 1 3iS r P orm a t»° n: ° f , their ' 
One sponsor official b+hi-Ji fv ~ a form to complete, 

of the e»pJoy2i?"i plan' 3 luiloti* Z^T^?™* n ° "Potion 
just one £or^foriVfiU%re^ 

Another sponsor official c f o fD ^ 1C r P artl cipant. 

never become an ac^^ar^T a^oLsetor? f ZE^S.?^ ^ 
counselors completed the" form at enrolment and filed U ^e 
official said that the staff reacted that way because sponsor 
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management told the staff to complete the form without explaining 
why. At these* and other sponsors, staff members told us that 1 
they viewed the- employability plan as require* paperwork that* got 
in the way of meeting participants 1 needs; therefore, they made 
as few comments on the form as possible. 

In our opinion, the attitude' of Sponsor management, at some 
locations hampered the training of their staff. < During, our visit, 
some sponsor officials still misunderstood the purpose of the 
plans. For example, sponsor- 'of ficials told us that 

— sometimes CEJ^ can succeed, but only with counseling— not 
by filling dm spmeone' s idealistic document; * . 

—many congressional requirements are just busy work, and , 
officials treat them es such; aind 

— the 1978 CETA amendments cheated a lot of "form" require- 
• ments which are totally^-tfnrealistic . 1 These requirements 

say that completing the paperwork will increase the par- 
ticipant' s chances of obtaining Lfnsubsidized employment. 

One sponsor official said that his limited technical knowl- 
edge and a lack of time had- prevented him from developing a train- 
ing course on employability plans". At another location a .sponsor 
official said that her lack of training contributed to her nega- 
tive attitude toward employability plans. * • 

Sponsors did not adequately 
monitor 'employ ability plans 

Often sponsor managers did not critically evaluate the eimploy 
ability plans that their staff or subcontractors prepared, and • ^ 
few internal monitoring units reviewed employabi-lity development 
procedures in any depth. - 

. Many sponsor- officials told us that they usually did not re- 
view^ the quality .of employability ^ plans when evaluating the work 
of their staffs or subcontractors. Fotf example, officials jit 
one sponsor stated that they did not have the time or personnel 
free from higher priority work to ..devote* to such review^ ^Further 
they had no refasbn to believe that any problems existed in their 
Employability development syst'em--so why expend the effort? 

Similarly, mo^st sponsors' independent monitoring units did 
not identify the problems that existed in employability plan's. 
The 1978 CETA amendments required each sponsor to 'establish an 
Iffb to monitor compliance with the act and ETA's regulations. 
IFTDs are to visit sites and review program data to ensure sponsor 



>-^S^ST^^lS^fiJJ 5K ^ *™ d had not exa. 
ing duties, m nany^SsS^thJ 2n P S V* part ° f their m °nitor- 
participants had ^ployabilKv liLl "f^S" 1 * t0 See that a11 " 
quality Of , those niLc - I y pla * s *" d dld not evaluate the 
he looked at e^i^^A ,°f** am ? 16 ' °* e . »0 official stated that 
and had not .JSJSS ^ei r P au^iS°S * bl ? CkS ""^-/standpoint 

' ^^^^^^^ 

• in? *UyabL^ ■ m 

^"i^S^ Plan- 
these areas were emphasized in Seir l2n P roc edures when 

ample, one IMU reviewed 38? B?rJ?I^ ™U review process. For ex-. < 
quality, of the 8Si~^ 3 22plS^i^S P ;y„f lle ? ^ evaluate the ^ 
other IMU used a checklist conS?^™ iS lann * n ? Pro&dures. An- 
and employability panning as part 21 if qUestiohs ^assessment 
that^his IMU prepared ^X^^^Z^/^tl * 

A few sp onsors improved th eir 

employabili ty develop m e'nT'sTitems . ' ' " 

Change* S^t^n^tEJS^J ^w sponsors we visited made 
.. The . f^lowirfd SJISfSs iiS«j; P i 0yabi;Ll<;y devel °P me nt systems. . 
observed. 9 examp t es ^lustrate some of the improvements we ' 

■ - 9- ';, •.; ./ l r » J • ' . • . • , 

^iif^a^^r^S^ 8 ' ?>° Ut itS SyStems ^ St k Louis > 
• .T* CI / e ated a 15-mjember client services uni>>« ( t-\ 

, review a^d revise emjplpgpiiity plans ? r2i? ( 2 • 
SS^^ L 6 y e Ld°t r h k e - - " 

• Placement and f oLowuV^Io^^^ 

^Ki^iffiL-lf ? U J Penary posi- ' 

their SoSEetor Jtlf ?? Appe^lTsW 'f^ 1 " 9 ?° a11 • 
• employability plan, an* $££8 f shoS" tne'fLm^ 1 ^ 1 

KS^STCft. s n „rSLt 8 ? e g~'^2S.*5S- 

intent of opta ItU t ? w 7 or " mo ?« closely matched the 
pJoyaoiJftf^^e^f 8 / e9 ' a "° nS **» ° thSr — ■ 

increase the e^asJs on ^ a n«T;? r9 - e ? UreS and inductions to ^ 
r> empnasis on transition planning or .by asking ETA for 
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more training in employability development systems- However , less 
than half of the sponsors we visited had taken steps to improve 
-their employability development systems- |p 

ETA GAVE EMPLOYABILITY * 
DEVELOPMENT A LOW PRIORITY 

The little emphasis that sponsors gave employability plans 
resulted partly from the low priority ETA gave to improvements 
in employability development Systems- ETA's, policy directives^, 
technical assistance-, training, and monitoring were generally > 
oriented to such areas as* enrollment levels and eligibility veri- 
fication, not to employability development systems. As^a result, 
ETA rarely identified and corrected the weaknesses that existed 
in sponsors', systems. 

> 

The 1978 CETA amendments require Labor to continuously evalu- 
ate the ability of sponsors to meet participants 1 needs and deliver 
services to them. The amendments also require Labor to provide 
appropriate training and technical assistance to sponsors. ETA 
regional offices are responsible for implementing the act's re- 
quirements for the sponsors in their, regions. The principal re- 
gional staff member interfacing with a sponsor is the Federal rep- 
resentative. Recording* to ETA officials, essentially all plans, 
guidelines, and policies of ETA's national* of f ice fujinel down to 

the Federal representatives,, for implementation. 

* r * 

However, ETA's national office gave employability planning 
procedures a low priority \ Instead, after tlnfe 'Congress passed 
. the 1978 CETA amendments, ETA emphasized enrollment^ levels , eligi- 
bility, IMUs, PSE wage levels, and other .requirements not directly - 
.related -to improving the employc^il: ;y of CETA participants . 'An 
* ETA report l/, stated in part; \ 

- v "jMany pripie sponsors have experienced difficulty in 
developing and utilizing EDPs [employability plAns]. 
The 'new EDP' requirement was assigned a low priority 
for implementation by both, ETA and prime sponsors, 
probably because it was less sensitive than other 
. requirements*, such as the establishment of an IMU e 
and PSE training." # ^ » 

The national officers emphasis on ^natters other "than employa- 
bility development influenced regional office actions* Several 
Officials from one region stated that , t because the national office 
emphasized enrollment levels, expenditures, eligibility, IMUs, 



l/U.Sv Department of Labor, "MATS: Blueprint for Action, " Report 
(1981), p. 57. . 
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S-SSi^I^th^^^^iy -P"as.ize d the saL 
eral representative have h«™ ^ «>• officials added, that Fed- 
Plish all they are responsible^ S£ * Cann0t full r a °o°»>- 
on-the areas £ hi ch are^por^p E ? k TJrll%^7 

sponso? er £iiti% ivittrr^rt^- 0 ! 

regional offices, several ETA officials from two 

' Priori ?? a !j 11 U ! Ually res P°"d' where national 
n£ £i y ^Phasi's is focused and it has 
" " S?aff !nd°r Partici P ant developmental concerns. 

- the ovSn UrCe allocation s inevitably follow . 
frnn? 5 11 pro * ram emphasis and this i Jon 

concerns iTl^T and administrative 

concerns in supporting the system." 

To^L^U^lsTt "? h ' h T Cted that ™ »°"o find 
because ETA Safnot ESS* 1 ^.SS":"*™ " 

emphasizing PSE wage level li^W^ • Instead ' they were 

funding for PSE tra n no n i S ' eligibility verification, 

aspects' of tL'^^rjES^ame'ndme 6 ^ 1119 ts < -»d other 

ETA ' s .monitoring gives lit tle 
attentio n to employabili tv 
development systems^ ; — 

terns : resato^ns^Srf^vi* 0 e ™ bUity oevelopment sys- 
'the systems in^heJr .onftor^f fo'r"^ *£* t0 . 

we^ne'sses^ 1 "" " ere inade|uate\o L^n^iy^ys 1 ^: 0 " 1 - 

tifyif^u^ts^rob^r a sloor' J^&JT™ *» ' "* 

^^rSS* IKienTco -assnr ' ^-e^ear 

• ability development, system operate PropeSv^^r ' "T^" 
ment usually lasted frr, m a- e j properly. The annual assess- 

six regional ^1f^ r ^ t0 ^ e %%-^°^od fbgut four to 

sys£ 8 . j co - n - 0 srsM.«3^^ 1 sr»- t 



v?f«nS Ve f a11 em P hasis Placed on employabilitv de- 
velopment concerns nationally can als£ be deduced 



from the relative weight assign'ed to these areas in 
the recent annual CETA assessment efforts Less 
than 10 percent of the total assessment document ' •* 
related to this area. Of; this 10 percent, the 
primary focus was on actual enrollment number t» 
compared to plan and* on' the EDP- format utilized 
by the prime sponsor. Oriiy a few questions (and 
points) out of several hundred had any substantive 
relationship to the quality of .employ ability plan-, 
ning, /plan reviews, or transition services, and 
none of these subs'tantive areas' were considered 
. of critical importance in the assessment -summaries . " 

In addition to the small part of the assessment , devoted to 
examining employability development systems, the methods that ETA 
staff frequently used to examine" $.he area were inadequate to iden- 
tify many existing weaknesses. The s^taff generally reviewed too 
few files aad often limited its review to only a small part of the 
sponsor's pitogram. For example, at one sponsor, assessment docu- 
ments showeiil that the ETA team measured compliance with the employ- 
ability planning and period*^ assessment requirements by reviewing 
only 13 fil>«!S. At a second c sponsorv the team reviewed only 15 
cases. At «?. third sponsor, the team evaluated only one title II-B 
subcontractor '.s employability plans, even though all seven of the 
sponsor's title II-B subcontractors developed their own employ- 
ability development systems independently of the others. ;_In addi- 
tion, none of the- annual assessment documents we reviewed* showed 
that ETA staff contacted participants during their review.. Because 
of the dif fering^participant needs and the many organizations and 
people involve^*4jb>.a' sponsor's employability development system, 
we believe ETA' s r^vi£wfc^e inadequate to assure that ( ETA iden- 
tifies the major weaknesses that may exist in sponsors' employ- 
ability development systems.. In our opinion, in reviewing employ- 
ability development systems, ETA, staff should review- many more 
filelT review %he majjor programs of the sponsor and its subcon- 
tractors'", and contain at least -some participants to assure their 
files are accurate- and their, needs are being met. 

In our opinion, ETA's inadequate 'monitoring is the primary 
reason ETA has riot identified the weaknesses in sponsor, employ- 
ability development systems tha't iJ *are discussed in chapter 3. ETA s 
annual assessments often' overlooked serious defects in employ- 
ability plans.' For example, at one sponsor, ETA's assessment team 
found that the employability plans accurately listed the partici- 
pants' activities and. services; in contrast, we found that *iore 
than half of these plans contained errors. In another ETA region, 
an assessment team reported that a sponsor's employability plans 
included a transition plan. However, we found that about half -the 
employability pfans- at t^at sponsor did not contain a tradition 
plan. In a third ETA region, an^assessment team found nothing 
wrong with a sponsor 1 s .^mpioyability^ plans . However, we found 

. ... ' . . • v " _ : 
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^r^°™;SiS n l 1 S id - ,IOt W y . d#BCri ^ e ^^ent bar- 

an d f ; w pLr^f^^n^i^^r^ 1 :^?^ 3 a C0 ^ 0f t heir Plans , 

systems, were raw? J the sub 5c? Af employability development 
recognized the imDortJnr! «J ° ° f . Such revievs - ETA officials * ■ 
sors\hrougiout th^Jear tb ovfrc^ nt monitorin 9 visits to .spon- 
annual assessments? AccordinT.o SOm ? ° f the shor tfalls of 
however-, the <terkload «S SS 9 J - several regional ETA staff, 

' little time fo? sJcS vTfitf J F h 5 e P reS6ntatives allow ed them 
devoted to hiqher orioif^ ^nd-what little tfime they had was 
who together were' resoon^bi f ' ^° Federal representatives, ' 
that their resSnsibil?£^ le ^ for three prime sponsors, told us 

, duties, did no? Lav JSm I COU * led Wlth their administrative 
sors operated all thei^ tn+ °^ time t0 ensure tha t theWe spon- 
They said thft ihev cn,n-r T ltl6S effect ively and efficiently, 
their attention Y 0 " lY reaCt t0 the Problems brought to 



ETA's technical assistance 
and train ing in emp loye i i ± ty 
developmen t systems weEFTHadiq uate 



staff^'r^a^^^nTtfregio^a 1 ! 3 ET A^ f f^^ S *™*°<- ^ 

satisfaction with • thP ?r-=7?- S officials— expressed dis- 

on employabilUy ^10™^*?*" tech " icai assistance provided 
about the vaqieLss sys ! ems -„ Maft Y sponsors complained 

assistance Sey did e ^ v' the little technical v_ 

the lack of content HTnlnr J • addl ti°n^they complained .abouT 
Several rec/ionS ETA SfficTa^ ^ the training they received.:- 

training and 1-echnical ass^* * \ d that ^ they did not receive the 
assistance to and adeL 3 ^! f ance they needed to provide- technical 
position paper e a Z ZTT Sp ° nsors - 0ur Preliminary 
and ETA officials had r^ceiv^ ^ ?* firs t. ^formation many sponsor 
ability development fvS™ ? • 2? at PUt ' the eleme "ts of the employ- 
Subsequently" in ri seal year 1^%^ explained their purpose. 
assistance and training llolrll \I T \ announced a "ew technical . . 
sponsors^ empl^i?^ 9 JL^^^^ 9 ^^ 

Technical assistance ~ — 




v/ 



or A quantity* of i technical assistance needed throughout the sys- 
tem* " 1/ ETA' s' 'report spid that Federal representatives 'should 
h6lp sponsors implement ETA's policies and procedures. However, 
th*e report added that technical as$istan5e ^as inadequate be'cause 
their ^technical skills did not keep pace with the chancfes in CETA. 
According to the, <i?epoj;t, ETA'did little to improve the proficiency 
of its staff. Wfiile federal representatives were v supposed to 
function" as ETA's primary monitors and technical assistance pro- 
viders, they were so overburdened with .paperwork and lacked so r 
much technical knowledge that they could not, do a good job. 

When ETA gave guidance to prime sponsor-s , it was not in the 
area of employability development. According to qfficials from 
two of ETA's regional offices, 



'/During fiscal 1979 and 1980 there have been liter- 
ally .hundreds T of national directives, CETA regula- 5 
tory matters, program policy, program assessment 
procedures, technical guides, etc., covering PSE 
buildups, youth programs, audit resolutions, con- 
tracts, fiscal, information systems, monitoring, 
and related program management concerns, but no 
orTe single document of any kind has been issued 
relating to the entire employability planriing area. 
There is no unit in the CETA national office as- 
signed this responsibility, and no task groups 
currently developing resources to address these^ 



.concerns . 



In fi&cal years 1979 and 1980, ETA issued 867 memorandums to its 
•regional offices and sponsdrs. In examining these memorandums, 
we found that none of them provided guidance relating to employ- 
ability plans orv, any other aspects , of the employability develop- 
ment system. * ' • 

Officials at most, of the sponsors we visited were concerned 
about the technical assistance they received. Some said that 
the available technical assistance was often inaccurate, late, 
vague, of inconsistent. For e'kample; officials at one sponsor 
6 stated that .they received only a suggested employability plan 
form when they sought assistance for improving their employ-r 
* * ability planning procedures. However," during t^he next 'annual 

assessment, .ETA criticized them fdt -using an inadequate form — the 
very' form that the regional office had recommended to them. These 



1/U.S. Department of Labor, "RevieW Of The -Employment And Train- 
* ing Administration's Technical Assistance And Training System" 
(1980), pp. 5 and 6. 
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sponsor, officials told us that, after this experience thev did 
not have a favorable opinion of EfttHsiechnical assistance? 

"further jfeS. thT„°,el Z^^i^^t^ ' ' 

xn employabilitv development sy.teSs? %1 y ' 

the position paper to draw together the various requirements ' 
th ^ views of e E?A°a„d Ulty devel °5r nt •«—.•»! S obta?n 
^.MU ^v Jopment^ystem" e&^S^\S«££ 

tne paper in training their staff or subcontractor staff * c! rto -, 

- or jtiA s major training consultants . incorporated the pacer ntn 

> • '. its employability plan training course. P P t0 

Training ' . ' " * ' 

h,-i^ ET 5 S fining Program has been inadequate in the etaolova — 
bility development area. ETA's report on technical loya . 

, ^a^e^th^ion:. office* ^5?^ 
subcontractor staff ^possesse^ ? »ne s k uL ?he ^1^0^°"^' ^ ■ - 
the competency they'needed- to operate the CETA system? / 

", Manv sponsor officials said that the training, ETA offered 
to them did not meet their ^eeds. They descMbed^Ke texSook ■ 

?f i 5* Jrom one sponsor stated that ETA often hires consultant* 
to conduct training courses who have not experienced h ! ! 
. aspects of CETA. Regional ETA staff stated tS? JSde^J K2£ ' 
sentatives lack the time to be course- instructors or to JXS 
training courses themselves. In addition, rio Sene?Us acSue to " 
. Federal representatives for being involved in trainina 
they participate, %heir work pills up un?Il £hey^etu?n. 

•a 

1/U.S. Department of Labor '(19.80) , pp. 9 and 10. 
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The .training that ETA provided to Federal representatives 
often inadequately covered the specific requirements of the law 
and 'regulatidns. This oft^en hindered their ability to monitor 
jand assist sponsors. According to one ETA official/ because of * 
'inadequate training/ each s'taff member has his or her oftn percep- 
tion of evaluating how sponsors comply with the regulations. 
Another ETA jstaff member fold us that the "staff often does not - 
understand what it is looking for while monitoring; as a jresult, 
each one interprets the requirements differently. Similarly, 
sponsor officials complained that the ETA staff who monitored 
their program di£ not adequately know how to implement CETA's 
requirements.. For,/example, one ^sponsor of ticial 4 said that, dur- 
ing an annual assessment, a Federal representative told him that 
the sponsor's employability plan fornuwas wrong, but could not 
tell^him what was wrong with the form or how.it could be fixed. 

"' x * _ 

In a few cases, ETA* s training in employability development 
systems has brought about some improvement in sponsors 1 systems. 
For 'example, one sponsor official stated that, after he received 
training, he planned to spend a half' day with his staff just dis- 
cussing the philosophy o v f employability planning.' An official' 
at another sponsor stated that," -after receivihg training, she de- 
veloped a, course in employability planning- for the rest of th$ 
* staff. . 



s * ♦ 
In fiscal year 1981, ETA took several actions that should 
improve the technical assistance, training, and monitoring g^ven : 

.•employability development systems *As,fwe noted earlier, ETA 1 s 
report 1/ .criticized . the technical assistance and training pro- 
grams. ~This and other Reports stimulated action by ETA. In early 

' f iacal* year 1981 ETA issued a.'new action plan. 2/ The plan de- 
scribed . ; how a new Office of Management Assistance placed management 
a*fsistanpe staff* in ET&' s regional office?. This action put spe- 
cialists closer to sponsors and eased the burden on Federal rep- 
resentatives. Federal representatives are no longer responsible 
for providing management assistance. Instead,, their role is npw 
to monitof program performance. The action plan also recognized 
that £TA did not have the capability to provide most of the • tech- • 
nical assistance that .sponsors needed. It describe^ plans for \ 
ETA to prepare a technical assistance guide and stressed, .that ETA 
should use other Sponsors and local ' organizations to provide needed 
technical assistance because they have the greatest expertise. 



l/U.Sr- Department of Labor (1980), pp. 5 to 11. 

2/U.S. Department of, Labor (1081) , Executive -Summary, pp. 2 to 8, - 
~ and 11? Report, pp. i and 21 K Appendices , p. IV and 9. 
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Spr^tfSsI^'? 3 ^inati„ 9 ana arranging for 

t.ional cor£ training ^ursesf'iiS I M ^AT 1 '* *° Ut 3 ° ' 

ena S S^^S^ S ^^S ! V : 7^- t, ? ^ ^ 

ment. with more courses £o be p^S wTC ^ inv A e - 
rather than at ETA 1 s regional of rites . P ° n3 ° rS Eaci y"es 

ing pr^^rsnouJa^ent^ alares 1 "^f"" 
problems. In November 198? ?eaeral ° f "? m °? ito ring 

on the. first of five moaules-*Gr»^= representative training began 
Skills. Training on' the second modni Mana 9 ement! Administrative 
Analysis skills, began in Mav 1981 ETa ^ 61 " 5 and Mana 9ement 
Management-^;! sgjl Straining 1 ^ LX"^^^" 
ana Linkage Skills training in FebruarvigS? m„ ?? d " atl ° n 

^Assessment Skills training in May iSlf^ M °«t°"ng ana 

CONCLUSIOHS ■ ' • 

abilit7aev^llpme n nfs%^ms? r %otTtaIiea\o £0r - in ^ 
ability aeyelopment requirements of Xil^n * lv V he employ- - 
enough priority to ensure ?w . V the . 1978. amendments a high 
.mentl for developing eftlotive l^rTl-i "^""^ed the require- 
The low emphasis P oontribu?ea to ^ Y " Y develo P*»" systems. 



"Sng^sks^ deV ° ted "° employability ' 

"anfsponsor^ersonLf % *° taa * «* 
ana how to implementfcthem, S * thS " eW requirements 

"ISS^SSSSS"^ enS ' U " were. 

employability development^stems is S P ortant anl i^V? 3 ' 
priority if ^-f*=>m-4-~ ^ > t ■ L1U F UI ^-ant ana is a high 

most prime sponsors^ sys^ms? ^vements'in 
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RECOMMENDATIONS . ^ 

't 

We recommend t)iat the Secretary ' of Labor make sure that each 
sponsor has an effective employability development system. Speci- 
fically, the Secretary should: 

,1. Stress -effective^ ^employability development systertis as 
• m a high priority area. 

<♦ » • 

2. Direct* the Assistant Secretary for Employment and Train- 
ings© see that every sponger's staff, including manage- 
, • ment and IMU. personnel, is adequately trained in employ- 
ability development systems, through eithei^he^ planned 
course on employability* plans or other training*, and that 
this training include " • 

— ^the purpose of employability plans ahd their rela- 
tionship to the basic elements of employability 'de-, 
; velojJmerit systems, : 

— the legal requirements applicable tcf employability 
plans and development systems, % , 



— the advantages* of havifrig good employability plans, 

— how to use employability plans as an ongoing plan- 
ning toolf'ajpd , 



— how to prepare employability plans. 

3. ^ Direct the Assistant Secretary to improve technical' 

assistance by making^sure that, * ^ t 

•*-the planned technical assistance guide on employa- 
bility plaps includes (1) information oh the five 
. areas mentioned in the recommendation dealing with 
the planned' training course, (2) model employability 
plans and examples of completed plans, and (3) guid- 
ance for sponsor management, and IMU personnel on how 

'to monitor employability development systems, with 
emphasis on the importance of contacting participant 
as part of the monitoring process; and 

ETA 1 s regional staff is qualified to help sponsors 

develop effective employability development systems. 

V 

4. Direct the As'sistantr^ecretary to improve monitoring by- 
seeing that 

both ETA staff and IMU personnel give more attention 

to monitoring employability development systems; 
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""relenta??vf m °? itorinq training for Federal rep- 
resentatives covers employ ability development ' 

/ 2!JT" P ^ vides ^tailed guidance oh how to 

monitor these . systems and employability plSS?, and 

— IMU personnel are adequately trained to monitor em- 

LABOR'S COMMENTS AND i > 

OUR EVALUATION 

aP pen^f5u.° 0n,men ^ a drift ° f this «• included as 

e^oyaMUty n dev r el^eS ^4^^^ "^T" •' f ~ U " 
stated that it shares our vilw on ?L • 9 Parity area. Labor 

Payability development systfms J^T* -^V* effective em- 
preparing a field memorandum tS'its reqfonll 2 of? 13 ^ ETA is 
prime sponsors stresaina ! regional offices and CETA 

?ems are a, high priSSEy and dl?^ payability development sys- 
these systems recline prooer fjS~? 9 . 3Ctl ° n ' StSpS to insure that 
and in LgionaPof flce^e^ew of TriL^ prim % s P°"^r programming 
addition, Labor staged thlt i+ 1? i? e /P°nsorjoperations . In 
Planning as an area whe^e train?^ f f /"f^Wlity development 
needed. As pointed out in thS ~ "? ' technical assistance was 
training courses^ ^oS.XS^^^^ ~~ 

" conten?s°of a it S s° t a ?a"n\ d nrSo^ms reC Tr dati0nS ^^"9 to the 
ment has W^SS^c^^i^;^^!^*? Depart " 
course on employability development! To thl extent ILt 'I"" 9 
gestions for content are not already -< included £ 5 UC ? U9 ~ 

but stated that ma^eme^ and* SS'EaX ^beneriS "ST 
training, to the extent they can be .p-^d^"^/^^.! 

tent of tne^Cnnef ^LhnLar^Sf ti ^ nS ?£ rtai ^ *° the c Q n- 
has already enteral Into a ^^ ^^^0 th&t it 

pects will be completed in Decerned fill ^S^i WhiCh U 6X " 
work with the contractor to Corporate anV S ' Said U Wil1 

which are not hiahliah*** ! * f our su S9estions 

ensuring that SJfJ S^l^Sf fls^uJ? ■ ? Ur / ec ommehdation for 
develop effective system? La££ ™< \^ allfied to help sponsors 
will be training tnrJeqional ^?? te l° Ut ' that its contractor - 

-nt course, and' St r^onai s£aff Slf^SffiE 1 ^ deVelOP " 
sponsors', 111 De naming the prime 
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Labor concurred with our recommendations to improve monitcJ^- 
ing and stated that it intends to continue to monitor employability 
development systems. Labor also believes the training and te£h- 
nical assistance guid£ on employability' development systems will 
serve to improve prime sponsor staff monitoring abilities. T>he ^ 
Department added that the gains of this .training should* help .offset 
reductions in prime sponsor staff resulting from the lower level's 
of funding for cETA. In addition, Labor said it will ensure that 
guidance on monitoring employability development systems is. made 
a part of Federal representatives 1 training. 

v We believe Labor has responded positively to our rfiFCOmmenga- • 
tions. We realize that some delays or difficulties may arise 
implementing them because of the' recent 'budget reductions &nd;yp£- 
sulting changes in program administration. However'/ continued • * 
emphasis to improving prime sponsors ' « employability development / 
systems should help, resolve the problejns i/ientifieS in this 'report. 

. <i*\ 
PRIME SPONSORS 1 COMMENTS * N ' " \ 

AND OUR EVALUATIO N"' * * - . 

t All IS prime sjponsors^ whose activities we examined were 4 given 
the opportunity to review, and comment on a draft of this reports 
We received written replies" from 7 of the 15 -.in time for consid- 
eration during final preparation of this report* CSee- anp., VIII.) , 
Generally, the prime sponsors either concurred with our findings 
and conclusions oir offered no comment^. Three sponsors reported', 
action^ subsequent to our fieldwork wjiich they believe have helped 
improve their employability development systems. m m 1 

0 

One sponsor stated thatnthe overall theme of our report inu*^ 
plies that all prime sponsors have weak employability ( development 
systems and are not meeting the training needs o"f theif partici- 
pants. Out message isTTtot that every "aspect of, each prime -sponsor 1 
system is weak, but t^hat \mprovements can be Ihade in 'many areas' 
at different locations,- such as those shown in figures 3.l', 3.4, 
3.5', arfd 3.6.. Whil/ some prime sponsors' performance is # better , 
than others, we belaeve our data show trends that indicate needed 
improvements in employability development systems. 
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. REVIEW M Ej^nnrr^v 



sidi^r^proS/s^e^eS ILKJW Participants iWo unsub- 

employability deveiopSrsv^ir prime s P°nsor« ' 

effect the 1978 CETA amendment q ha ri S 2! 9ht tG det ermine what 
the implementation of aspects It tL LIT 6 f Vstems ' We reviewed 

. or., indir-ectly affect employabU^v Lv>?" ^ that co ^<3 .directly 
movement of title II participants in?* el ° pment Wteltas or the • 
aspects included the Requirements unsubsid i*ed jobs. These 

ability plans, establChinq ind^L^ J 1 " 9 -° develo Pi"9 employ- 

. PSE jobs with training reluSn?waor?^°? lt0 < ing uni ^ < Coupling 
pants, limiting participants • ZLe it £111%**^° PSE P^tici- 
ta.get.ng . title *i „ rog * aras ^ S^^SSRgS?. 

Paper-on^mpLyabmS^ "Preliminary Position 

prepared this document basld on o s ^ ste . m s- (See app. «.) | e 
ments and ETA 1 s ^implementing Nation" 6 " 2* th ? 1978 C ETA amend- ' 
officials in reglon-X and SLMngto^.^^ 3 Th" J npUt ETA 
signed to summarize the oortionl o? tu ?* 6 documen t was de- 
relate to the elements eacfsponsor SinJV 1 * re ^ lati P"s that 
system for. giving participants III hi? It haVe a f *> art of * its 
employ ability and- move ?n?o JnsSjid?^ *5S ne * d ^°>Prove their 
tion paper as criteria agaLsTwScW. V S * We Used the P 0 ^-'' 
Payability development sySIm. D^riio -SET ^ Ch s P°^r's. em- , • 
further input on the position paper fr"L we- obtained 
sors .and the" 4 ETA regional of f?ces . of flc ^ls at the 15 spon- 

Between February 1980 and Februaf v ioqi. 

pigmentation of the 1978 amendment^?? ' rfeviewed 'the im T 
-ally selected these sponsSS b^ed ^c^^th* 3 ; We 

(1) a geographic spread of i oca f'„ n . lte 5? a that provided for 
.different types; of sobn'sors S °J throughbut the Nation, (2) 

-rtium). (3? <^fereT,slzed spons^'^nf Jl\ C6unty ' and CO "" ' 
formance in moving title II parfirf^ a ? d (4) varying past per- 
low, medium, and hiqh A th! P tS ^tojunimb^^^ 
sors located in Estates' £S 4 > i^^{^7^ l ^ J ' 
spent- almost $ 84 million during f^ear^^ ^ 
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15 Prime Sponsors Reviewed 



Labor 
region 

I * 

Boston 



IIT^- 
Philadel- 
phia 

VII 

Kansas 

City 



X 

Seattle 



State 



Massachusetts 



New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 

Maryland 
Pennsyl vania 



Iowa 

Missouri 



Nebraska 
Oregon m1 
Washington 



Prime sponsor 

Btockton Manpower 
Consortium 

Fall River Consortium* 
Hillsborough County 
City of Providence 

Montgomery County 
Delaware County 
City of Philadelphia . 

Woodbury County - ^ 
Je f f e r s»n/ Fr ankl i,n 
Counties 

St . Louis County 1 
City of 'Lincoln' / 

Mid-Willamette Valley ^ ^ < 
Consortium 
Clark County I 
Pierce County . 
^Spokane City-County 
Employment and Training^ 
Consortium 



Title II 
expenditures 
for fiscal 
year 1980 
( note a ) 

"$ 2,978,000 

3, 155, 000 

1, 938, 000 
- 3, 694, 000 

2, 343, 000 
8, 576, 000 

36, 394, 000 

955; 000 

2, 684,-000 
I' 

6, 698, 000 
773, 000 

3, 709; 000 

1,904/000 
3, 370,-000 
4,823,000 



Total 



$83,994,000 



a/Excludes changes made 'to the administrative cost pool. ■ 



At each sponsor we took a random? sample of participants ■ 
involved in title II programs sometime between October 1, 1979> 
and March 31, 1980. The sample was intended primarily ta (1) • 
document how well sponsors were carrying out new title II require-, 
♦ipents (such as those relating ^to employability plans, time limits,- 
and coupling training with PSE -jobs) and (2 ) determine whether 
problems existed in moving the participants into ^subsidized jobs. 
We 'originally sampled 70 participants „at each location. However, 
at Jefferson/ Franklin Counties we sampled 40 .additional partici- 
pants and at Woodbury County we sampled 45 additional people be- 
' cause the original samples were, taken from incomplete lists of 
•title II participants. Thus, the samples from all 15 prime- spon- 
sors totaled 1,135 participants. In reviewing the files, we found 
that about 30 percent (338) of the participants were listed as 

"active" in title II programs, and the other 70 percent (797) as 

" terminated . " 
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^ons^^kT'^^^^t^^ inf ° rma tion from 
data, such as aqe and edor^?™ ? included Personal background 

. on factors included in S excturfiS I ^ and CETA; information s 

• ability plan; .and? if termini' ^ P artici P*nt ' a employ- 
^ P^rif had moved 

^ei^t^^^^ IX ^f ipantS t0 ^ermine- 

^e 6 ife 
-i^,e ei pe%ent S » 

spon 8 dfanI%or^?f U fs r to >. Cotn P ile sample results for each 
bin.Frf.Etf? we ^ei|h?ld n tSrrr m ?i ne 5- J n compiling the com- " 
its « relative' sizl f £ Sl?.2? result& for each P^me sponsor by 
title II participants ef S « " Z6 '' * e USed the numb « r °f Y 
and March P 3r^980? We used P ?he^ Z^S 5 etWeen ° Ct ° ber X < 197 *< " 
because we believe the v bltt SJ5! We ^ ed "suits in our report 

all 15 sponsors^ However ^sinX v rSSUltS f ° r 

weight to large - sponsors^ plrti cu la * ™ W give more 

d -tot£^^ SyTLtas- 

• by the large sponsor^ ^he^t^ 

moVe^d^^ 

.weighted resu^s sioT'tte £ame b^ltT^ results ' b «t.the un- 
not change our overall finllnL ^ 1C tr ! snd ? and - therefore, do' 
using thJ weigh^r^l^^Tp^ 

contacted did not have F«Jrcent or the participants? we 

(See p. 10 )\TeT n :ti^ ^ needs ~t.- 

the weighted results show tW !^ percent. Similarly, 

Payability plana ^Sln^^^^i^S 10 ^*' WhOSe ^ 
had a placement rate "th*? L J i a the_necessary items 

the termina-tld partxcipant^ho higher th an 
containing only P 0 ne or^e ofthe six items° IS ? Pla " 

unweighted placement rai-P w ac i n eras : (See P--30.) The 

addition, when we Sited olacLin/ 6 ^ 6 "^ 9 ^ P ° intS Msfr-r. In 
Vouths from 6ur " lal^StioSa rates '.» e exclude in-school . 

employment i.".-.^^ 
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sample, statistically valid ptojections to all sponsors nationwide 
cannot be made from our sample. On the other hand, we have no 
reason to believe that the 15 sponsors «e reviewed ^atypical 
or that the sample results WonlS be^ materially different if a na- 
?ionw?de sample were taken, in fact, reports and studies by us 
and oiher organizations show the" same kinds of problems we iden- 
tified i-n this review. Therefore, we believe the range and van, 
aMUty SfW findings are likely to exist .at other.prime spon- 



sors . 



At the 15 locations, we and sponsor officials discussed their 
title II Programs and the effect of the- 1978 CETA amendments on 
tneir £ransi?ion performance. In addition, we discussed some- - 
preliminary findings and obtained their ireas <>ns fo^any signi fi- 
cant problems that surfaced from our sample, ^^J^° n ^ t ^istics, 
officials, or. reviews of their reports and performance statistics, 

We also discussed our bindings with officials at the four 
ETA regiona? offices and ETA headquarters. These discusses 
focused on identifying ETA-level -causes that contributed -to the 
problems we identified at the sponsors-. 

-To add national perspective to our review, we analysed na- . 
tiona^ statistics for title II and reviewed various reports on 
tint II programs that ETA, we, and others have" prepared . (See 
•app. VI for 'a bibliography.) ' ^ 
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, .PRELIMINARY POSITIOM p&ppp y 

■ ' ..- 

The primary purpose of tUia tt • ' 
-training programs which improv"p a ^icL^ P ^° Vid f em P lo y m ent and 
enable them to secure and regain SSSS ^ K em P lo yability and \ 
their earned income. — *™*» ^•suosiaized jobs and 

increase 

1978 s^n^^^f^^ 1 ^-"- and Training Act amendments of 
act and in Labor's *2£L3S-JS£SS2 - Man >'. oha "9« in the 
i»9 the employability of title u nar^i™ T re aimed at i»prov- • 
effectiveness. For ihe fir.t <hL P lcl P ants and overall program 
the length of time participants cai lit ?° n ? ress P la «d limits'on 
especially the time Ulrtlsf enhan« f*™ 1 " i n / ETA - . These changes, 
have a management system which p?ans and- , ° r P rilK ' =P°nsors to 
meet the participants' employabilitv d™.^ lenent8 ' act «ities that 
them obtain unsnbsiked a'specfr^^^?^ 

*»cl»£«ver,?rei^ 

.management system.Jxhe basic el^n\% t % 1 \1 l3 th La f me;o^ r Lc £ l°u r de t,,iS 

need to obtain unsuba^i ^ ser Y lces and activities they 
earned income" UnsubSldlzed employment and increase, their 



-a^mpToyabTirty development plan (EDP) ' 
each Participant 's^pioyabii^ that * 

and accurately planned; development is thoroughly 

-a program whiah provides fn7T>,n a i • * ~ ^ 

ties and service!* identified tn ea^T*? — th * act i v i-"> 
through the use of al a e mA^T* ' E ° P ' 

resources; a*nd ie tETA and community 



^-^Tr^ . - draw together the 

terns and. to facilitate gJSS?i2 S 2P blll S y - develo P m *nt sys-. 
staff on what constitutes a comnT^ ° f ETA and ^ponso? 

. system. We received many comSentfnn 6 ^ 107 ^ 111 ^ de ve],opmeht 
However, we decided no? lo fi^aSL Paper " S ^atements . 

Ueve ETA, not ua, should oSSidi ^ S PaP6r ' becaus e we be- 
basic framework of thremplo?abUi^ e /° ri ! ,al guidance °n the , 
the_detailed criteria each sponkoJ'^ t^^^^ 



•c 



54 



66 



APPENDIX II ' v . . ^ ^ APPENDIX II 



— a progress review which assures, ^through periodic partici- 
pant contacts, that a participatftr' s EDP remains accurate 
5 and that the participant's employment and training needs - 
a,re met, if possible, wi,thin the program time limits. 

> : - 
-In Nthe following paragraphs, we list several specific criteria 
which we believe each prime sponsor's management system should use 
to conform with' the law, regulations, or good management practices. 
Prime sponsors may delegate these activities to a .program agent or* 
subcontractor. Therefore, wherever, the term "prime sponsor" is 
used, it includes program agents, subcontractors, or other repre- 
sentatives of the prime sponsor. We have grouped ^hese criteria 
♦statements under .the. four element categories outlined above. 

Assessment 1 ' " 

* \ \ 

1. . Each prime sponsor should assessVapplicants to assure that * 

a. it'enrplls only eligible applicants, 1/ • 

b. it serves in nra-jor Employment and training activities only, 
K those persons who nee.d additional employment and training 

services to achieve* their employment .'fcfbal,- and 

c. it serves in majpr employment and training activities only 
tho^se* persons to* whom CETA - can provide the^services or 
activities needed to *obtai*l4 unsubsidized employment and 

.to increas-e earned income. ~* . \ v 

Employabiiity development plans • 

1. A. prime" sponsor should ^complete an EDP'for each title II 
~ pg[f ti^cipant . ' ; ~Z - * 



• 2. A copy'of *the EDP shotild be in each participant ' s* permanent 
'fide. • ' . * • 

3. The ^participant should b<* involved in preparing his EDP. 

*•« > . ' . 

4. The EDP should show that the participant was involved in pre- 
paring the plan "and agreed with what it says, by either his 
or h§f ^signature or some other means. . ^, j 



5. The .participant should have deceived a copy ; of th^EDP. < - 

— ^ 

l/Eligjbility is required as part of the enrollment process, • how- 
~ ever; we did not review participant eligibility as part of this 



review. 
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6. The prime sponsor should complete an Fnp h ofn . 

reports to wor* on a CETA Jef£",5£S cUTlli^^ 

? - .MffiS £Lf in a WtloIia-iTt^iS. 

a. The participant's major skills re i atinn ^ v % , 
employment goal. 1 • rel ata.ng to. hxs^ or her 

b. The participant's intere^* =£T\T . 1 

f interests and career objectives. 

°\ UhVe^o^nT^a^f* 8 in «W* CBTA indent 

aria* 8 ss-n sr^^-^ssj^sr ■ 

checking a box labeled "k"*^ - . Por "ample, just * . 
the EDP 9 shoSd lla SI ■"''H^ insurficientt 

Uadts or prevents .tSlX^SS^^ " 

f. ^specific e.npioy.ent and training 'needs, of theWtlcf- 
receive. ' uces tne Participant jtfill 

her - employment goal TS^? J* , tent , *«» "is or 



her. employment goal (nprappIicaSl °r iStent With his or 
At enrollment, a prime soonsoi ^ \ ° ln - sch ° o1 youths) 
Plan or philosophy for how thi ^ ^ ° nly a general * 
uhsubsidized employment Ho^eve? ^i^nf ° btain ' 
more specific as time passes Pla " shou id become 

8. The^ employment qoal for »n •* <* 

youths,- must be °o ObSin L^f W 1 ' 6XCei>t in ^chool 
youths," the program acSviUes m,f * ldlzed . 3°b. For in-schooi 
future employabili£y? USt COntr ibute toward th«ir 

9. -The" employment goal (excenf fnr *. , 

•an occupaiional 9 field for P whIS thlrt ll 8h ° Uld be - in 

tion of employment. w ^ch. there xs a reasonable expecta^ 
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10. Aparticipant' s EDP should address the employment barriers 
and training and employment needs. This should be accom- 
plished through. appropriate links toy available CETA and 
non-CETA (community) activities and^ services . 

11. The transition plan should cover a participants entire ex- 
perience in CETA/ hot just his or h£r~ first employment or 
training activity. 

12. A participant's EDP should, usually include plans for receiv- 
ing job-search assistance, job development and placement 
services, and/or other activities and services which would 
help. him or. her obtain unsubsidized employment. 

13. All' dates in an EDP should bewithin applicable time limits. 



14. All EDP information should be accurate. 

15*. Participants should be familiar with the contents of the EDP. 



( 



Generally they should know # • ' *o 

. — the activities in which they will participate, 
- — the activities for which they are responsible, 

— the time frames for completing the activities, 

, * t 

— when their time for participating in CETA will expiree, and 
— how they will obtain an uhsubsidized job. 
Service delivery * * 

1. 'The activities and services that a particpant has received or 

is receiving should agree with his or Jier EDp. ^ 

2. A participant? 1 s current employment and training activities 
should meet a^t -least* one of his or her employment and train- 
ing heeds . - * • . * - * ' 

V - • * r> 

3. Prime sponsors mult^be able to refer 'participants to th6 full t 
range fcf available CETA and non-CETA services. v * 

-4.. CETA worksites should provide a good work atmosphere^ The, 

sites should have good supervision, sufficient work, relevant 
work, and other conditions which encourage participants to 
acquire' good habits. - ' , ' .* * . - 
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Participant progress r eviews 

'\* K partic i pants should know which CETA counselors or staff 
' ~\c^e a r St th6m thr ° Ugh Pr ° gram activi t res 0 a r nf^w 

2 ' SJSoSte St3f>shoUld P-^-ally contact all title II ■ 

3. The prime sponsor should review each participant's progress 
' at least every 90 days. . . progress 

4 ' maL W ?^" eXPerienCe P artici Pant s ; the prime sponsor should 
make this review at least every 60 days. . 

5. The prime sponsor should document this review. 

6 ' ^ n e f dOCU ; entati ° n Should delude information on the partici- 
- ^fnrand^^m^?^ 1 ^' ^ <"*^ — ** C^rain- 

7. During this review, the prime sponsor should evaluate the 

E?P and P ^' S f r ° greSS in relation to that .expected in tL 
and against program time limits. , ' < 

8 * ShJSiS J hiS review ' the P rime sponsor and the participant 

,S af f :ct & his-LT blemS : that ^ P arti -P a nt is having ' 
•wnicn arrect his or her employment or training. 

9 * on ri K 9 .i hiS ^ eview ' the Prime- sponsor ^hould reach a'decision 
on whether the participant should (a) continue his or her 
activities as planned, (b) 'add orvdelete any activity, service 
or program, or^i) obtain unsubsidlzed employment ' 

the a E 5p S a^n^ thiS t BVieW ' Ph& Prime s P°"sor should revise 
the EDP as appropriate. Note that s6on after enrollment onlv 

snould become more specific. , ^ 

11. Appropriate CETA officials should have up-to-date information 
on the length of time each individual has participated^ c£?A 
programs and has remaining until reaching a time l£it. 

12. No participant should exceed a required time limit. 

13 '^LJt aS ^f ' WeelCSbef0re reachinq a mandatory termination 'time 
* • nnT- \ZL ^\P ri - me sponsor should send each participant a written 
notice of. his' or her pending termination. ' written 
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14. The prime sponsor should place a dated copy of this- termination 
notice in the participant ' s permanent file. 

• ... . , 

In conclusion,* we believe that prime sponsors who meet most 
of these criteria"' statements v have management systems which (1) mee.t 
the requirements of the law and regulation and (2) satisfy the in- 
tent of.theCETA legislation for maximizing the benefits that in- 
dividuals receive from CETA employment and training experiences. 
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National Changes in Participant Characteristics 
1 For Titles ll-B and ll-D 
For Fiscal Years 1978 and 1980 

TITLE ll-B . 
(NOTE a) 



HANDIGAPPED |~T3 9% 

AFDC (WELFARE) , 1B , • _ * 

(NOTE b) a i li^i 91 ^ 



MINORITIES 



t 

41 



ECONOMICALLY r- 79 - ' ' 1 

DISADVANTAGED I r EZZZZZZZS -38% . 



LESS THAN HIGH 



'48 



SCHOOL EDUCATION 1 ^ tT dQ <* 

FEMALE f-^ • 51 



053% ~ 



TITLE ll-D 



4 

HANDICAPPED Qj6%' 



* AFDC (WELFARE) ■ 8 

(NOTE b) • i i//y/|iq<* 



MINORITIES 



ECONOMICALLY 
DISADVANTAGED 



30 




96% 



LESS THAN HIGH r~ 20 \ 

SCHOOL EDUCATION 1 5 ZZZZZ2&% 



FEMALE 



, 45 

L 



• 



J Ll_J 



» 2 30 40 50' 60 70 80 ■ 90 ,00 

Fiscal year 1978 * ' 



EZZ3 

Fiscal year 1980 

o/ Aid to Families with Dependent Children V \ 

C/ SS^ 1 ^ — annua, .nco.e 
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Enrollee Name 



Initial Mid-Willamette - . 
Valley Employabflity Plan 

Mid-Willamette Valley Manpower Consortium 
Education and Training 
Employability Development Plan 



SS# 



0t 



Assessment of Present Situation: 



Barriers to Employment: 



/ 



Training Timetable: 





4 






K 


Beginning 
Date 


Ending 
Date 


- Changes , 














• 












.) V . 


i 








». 




0 









GAO This is Mid-VBIamene Vailefc or igi n al fcnn which does no. mee. Labor's yf^mrn. See 
appendix V Tor the new form. , 



61 



73 



APPENDIX V 



APPENDIX 



Revised Mid-Willamette Valley 
Employability Plan 

MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY CONSORTIUM 
1. Participant Name: ' 



3. CETA, Expiration Date: 



4. 

Occupational 

Assessment 

and/or 

Vocational 

Evaluation 

indicate 
those which 
relate to 

""Occupational 
Goal 

, (#8 below) 
with asten'sle > 



Identification 
of Employment 
or Advancement 
Barriers and 
their Impact 
on Occupational 
Goal , 



6. " * 

Supportive Service 
Needs and Providers 



7. Self-Sufficiency Wage; $_ 



8. Career/Occupational Goal: 
10. Demand Occupation: 



EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
2. Social Security # 



Interests/Aptitudes/Skills 
f 



Education/Certificates 



Other Manpower Training Programs 



9. Job Code (SOC): 



.Yes. 



.No 



lf.no, justify: ^ 

GAO Note: Mid-Willamette was completing this form during our August' 1980 visit." 
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Participant Name: 



Social Security #_ 



11. Program Services 
Relative to Employment 
and Training Needs > 



12. Training "Objectives 



13. Performance Expectations 



TRANSITION PLAN 



14. CETA Program Services 

1 t 

2 

HI 

4 ; 



Date to Enter 



Time Limitations 



15. Unsubsidized Employment Assistance Plan 

1. Job Seekers' Workshop 

2. Job Sparch Activity 

3. Other, . 



Dgjte to Enter 



Time Limitations 



16. Unsubsidized Job Placement Activities 
« 

1. Placement Objective: 



2. Job Readiness Indicators: 

A, 



3. Where Will Placement Occur: t 

4. How Will Placement Occur: _ 



Private Sector Public Sector* 
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Participant Name— * 



Social Security 




ERLC 
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MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY CONSORTIUM 
EMPLOY ABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN - MODIFICATION FORM 

Participant Name: is± Social Security 



The EDP for the above participant has been altered/ modified as follows: 


r 


DATE ♦ 


MODIFICATION 


EDP # 


REASON 








« « 

• 


• 


- - 

0 




* 

5 

• * 




* 






1 have participated in this modification and have received^ copy. 












(Date) (Participant Signature) 




— — ^ 1 — ^ 

(Conso/ttum Signature) 


(Date) (Participant Signature) 




(Consortium Signature) 

• 


•(Date) " (Participant Signature) 




(Consortium Signature) 
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U.S. Department Of Labor • ' Assistant Secretarylor 

»' Employment and Training 

c ' , Washington. 0 C 20210 



NOV 261981 - * ' . 

Mr. Gregory J.*Ahart ' '* 

Director , 

Human JResources bivision 

U.S. • General AccdH*t-ing Office '. >' 
Wash ing ton t^Q* 20548 

Dear Mr^Xhart: : "> * 

-^boj S Sho U fS P iL t!b c' the draft GA0 re P° rt entitled, 

Labor Should Make Sure CETA Programs Have "Effective 
Employability Development Systems." The Departments 
response is enclosed. ".eparcment s 

Jn h %h!s Pa r r e t p^t t . aPPrebiateS the to comment 

Sincerely, 

ALBERT ANGRISANI 

Assistant Secretary of Labor 

Enclosure 
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U. S. Department of Labor's Response To The Draf V~- 
General Accounting Office Report Entitled -- Labor 
Should Make Sure CETA Programs Have Effective 
Employability Development Systems" 

R ecommendation ; The Secretary of Labor should ^ke 
sure that each sponsor, has an effective employability 
development system. Specifically, the Secretary should: 

v — Stress effective employability development? * 
systems as a hig+i priority.* - * 

* 

Response : The Department concurs. 

The Department certainly shares GAO f s.yiew on the , 
importance of effective employability development 
systems. To emphasize this fact, ETA is preparing an 
issuance to its regional offices and CETA prime , 
sponsors. This field memorandum stresses that sound 
employability development systems are a high 
priority and defines action steps to insure that these . 
systems receive proper emphasis in prime sponsor 
programming and in regional office review of sponsor 
operations. 

In addition, the Department selected employability 
development planning as an are$ where training and 
technical assistance was needed. As the peport 
indicated, one of the national core training courses is 
to cover employability develppment. ETA is also 
developing a technical assistance guide on 
employability development plans (EDPS) . ^ 

Recommendation : Direct the Assistant Secretary for 
Employment' and Training to see that every. sponsor s 
staff, including management and independent 
monitoring unit personnel, is adequately trained in 
employability development systems, either through the . 
planned course on employability plans or other 
training and that .this training include: 

the purpose of employability plans and their relationship 
tp the ba'sic elements of employability development 
systems, - 

4 the legal requirements applicable to employability - 
plans 2nd employability developement systemsv 

the advantages of having good employahility plans, 

how to use employability plans as an ongoing planning 
tool', aln$ 



r 



how~ 




pcrc£> good employability glatfsr. 
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Response; The Department concurs. 
'**. ™ e _ Department agrees wiilTGAO's suggestions 

in SSSSS ^h^ i a5 ,tr V S ^" Io 5 havered 
is alVeadv InrorS ! ?!V rt ' 8 suggested contend 
V - To ?he extei?- ?Jf?"i ed T\ d - raft t"ininj package. ' 

4» are nit Jnc!Jde5 thH e i > the f ^estions^f or content 
Jm t with th. 'JStlS! I Department intends to work 
X n f ° 0r t0 revise the training -package ■ 

L^plSiSle? inCOrPQr ^ e " ra ^V f ^ suggestions 

' 'ihL!J 8 2 t ? ent n °* §53 ' that the c™rst*is geared for ' 
.. mta^e. workers. Management and independent ^1 ' 

Sa i Jt.J*.1*t::s? t that f« / 

. Recommendation;' Direct the Assistant Secretary • ' ' 
.o-improve technical assistance by m^ing J^rTthat 

- the plainer technical assistance guide on - 
' • " ^J oya ? litv -P^s includes 3 ?" information 

'iZnr? ment t yStms ' w * th ' emphasis on tfi" ' 

f° a "°e of contacting participants as part ' 
of the monitoring process; and . p . 

- Labor's regional staff is qualified to assist ' 4 
, Response;^ The Depafement concurs". 
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With regard- to the recommendation- for ensuring that 
regional s'taff' are qualified to assist sponsors on 
* , * developing effective employabili ty development 

v » . ' systems, the Department would point. out that the v 

contractor wtEf be training the regional staff .on- the' 
* . core training course/ and the regional staff will be 

■* * training the prime sponsors. ^ 

•V ' • 

\ Recommendation : Direct the Assistant Secretary 

to improve monitoring by ensuring that \ 

- both Labor staff and independent monitoring 
unit personnel give more attention to 

\ ' , monitoring employabili ty* development systems, 

- the planned monitoring training for Federal" 
representatives covers employabili ty develop- 
ment systems and provides detailed guidance 

* on how to monitor these systems and 
employability plans, and 

independent monitoring unLfe personnel are 
adequately trained to monitor employability 
development systems, including employability 
plans. 

Response ; 'The Department concurs. 

• The Department believes- that * the traJLoing 
- and TAG on employability development systems will 
serve to improve prime* sponsor staff monitoring 
abilities, particularly siftce these efforts address 

* - , monitoring of that system, tfhe gains of this training 
.•^should help to Qffset reductions * in, prime sponsor 

* \ staff. . y % , 

The Depairtmen^feectainly intends to continue to 
-monitor' employtlility development systems* The 
emphasis on this area was increased yi 1980 by 
a revision in the t annual assessment. Prior to 1980, 

• . the Department looked at" employabili ty development 

— . ' as part of r the overall general management system. 

review. In 1980 arid 1981, employability* development 
1 / **as reviewed separately for each Title of CETA » <~ 
' Emphasis $n this subject An, the assessments process 

* ■ * .will continue in 1982. \ ■ ' « 
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* A 



/Solovabm^^!; 1 ! als V nsUre that guidance on monitoring 
/employability development systems is made a part ; - 

M^??«r - edera i Re P re sentative training module 
Monitoring and Assessment Skills training. 
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Suittaoi 

Baxtac Budding 
806 Fifth StrMi, 
Sioux City, Iowa 51101 

0«nntt G LaBruna 

Dvtctof 



November 4, 1981 



Phono 712/279-6134 

Donald O Enckaon 
Donald Lawrenson 
Kennath J Rodeen 
Wayne L Thompson 
Mark C McUrnan 



Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director* 

United States General Accoui^gjjfr Office ^ 

Washington, D.C. 20548 » • 

Dear Mr^ Ahart s. 4 * ' " i * 

Upon review of the draft copy of the report "Labor Should Make Syre CETA Programs 
Have Effective Employability Development System," the Woodbury County Prime Sponsor is 
providing the following comments of which are those developed by Janet K. Pressey and 
fully endorsed by the Director of the Woodbury County Prime Sponsor, 

Beginning with the Proposed Cover Statement, reiterated in the Digest, and carried 
^through the main text of the document as an overall t^eme,*' is the implication that all 
Prime Sponsors have weak Employability Development Systems, and are not meeting the 
training needs of their participants. The report is presented in a negative perspective 
excluding the pos/fcive and productive aspects of the system, of which there are in some, 
if not* all* of theT. Prime Sponsors, 1 * systems. ^ V 

The Woodbury County IJrime Sponsor does not feel an accurate representation has been 

offered depicting the quality of training and services available through the Employment 0 ^ 

and Training 'Center by* the generalized statements and opinipns presented in the report', 

which refers to all the selected Prime Sponsors as a single unit, rather than as separate 

entities. 1 , 

m m 

"GAO's* sample showed that 26%> of the participants it contacted did not have their 
employment, and training 'needs met" is stated on page ii*" How has the GAO defined "not 
having training needs .met?" Was this a direct question asked of the contacted participants 
or an opinion developed by GAO? The problems listed as back up on page ii, iii, 12, and 
13 are needs that are, addressed by the Woodbury County Prime Sponsor. 

All participants are assessed to determine the amount of supportive services needed' 
on an individual basis. If a participant does not need a particular supportive service 
it is not provided merely because i,t is available. " . 4 

* *. 

All training provided binder Ti/tle II is' entry-level . . Those individuals who already 
have mar ketable* skills tire normally' included in the direct placement component of the ' 1 
program. ^ v 

. The Prime Sponsor has made special arrangements for "those participants wtioa: 
handicapped. There is one generalist on staff who is assigned all referrals ftom 
Vocational Rehabilitation programs* If a participant*- has a handicap and is not a Voc 
'Rehab, referral a/written statement. from their doctor is required outlining the limitatipn 
of their handicap. In the event a client who is handicapped ip not ready for training 
,are referred to the* appropriate .agency* in the 'community . - 
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CETA... not just a job but an opportunity. 
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TJ% Prime Sponsor does not sooner f ra ; n i' rt • .* ' . * 

offer^*oy*e„t opportunities u^ the c^ln^f T^"^ 1 Which " ot 

that a goal of a participant recede I M ?£/ a ""^V" W ° Uld ^ P 0551 " 16 
they eventually participate in when ensiled ™ W ° Uld di " 6r from ^ e a =tivity 

, works in conjunction with the generaSs? to develn H^IT' H ° WeV6C ' the Participant 
activities- are listed. The generalise Lt P he E ° P onwhich specific goals ana 

' t.in.es prior to when an EDP is developed- The "A*"' 1 "* 3 "'' ° n the -ver.ge 3 to 4/ ' 
. stating they, agree with the steps SjS Participant is required to. sign the EDP 
, tlfc EDP, he should not sign the'docuLnt « iTa'J ^ ^ 

a participant only in an area of training in wnLh th " Prime Sp ° nsor to enr °H 

Sr^j£ a - - ^r^loK ^L^c-theTca^ 1 

center, when an applicant is determined eliaiblJ th» ^ <** Central intak e 

Once an ndividual has been . assigned to a general isTthev* refe " ed t0 3 

the duration of their participation in the \"£f Y maln Wlth that individual for 

o t n h e ey an ar ^ enroiied - Th ^ s -y-s isjs s:;Sr r Si«is d ;; 11 of the activity in ^ - 

one another and- provides an opportunity o , he partlci P a nt to get to know 

We feel in this way the generis can'leain and bealnT"' f " a t^sphere. 
, barrios the participant is -experiencing and disc^ th unders tand the problems and 
the individual, both those that are feasible ^^jriT^SliE! 1 *' - ■ 

gram IVs Tl^S^Z^^'S^^ . f ""Wnt of the pro- " 

Prime is required to have participant Edp?= It • P " me ^P° n8 or. Although every 

anployability Development ^st«! P "J e "f^'o^'^" 68 0nly 3 P * rt <* the ' " 

•have- a definite input toward the" outcome oi * or 9 a "" a tionai structure would " 

*f obs^d w'ere ' . 
problems were readily included. We suggest Jhe L^f " ^ lle " e9ative remarks a "d 
instances where the system or poVtion of t£e JZ£1 " °* ^ examples; ■ 

_would still present the. opinion! developed L ^0 but ~ e ' ln9 1 GA0 ^c^ion*. . This ' , 
-^Pinions are not merely theoretical-ideals LTi^l Tl ^ S °' indica te that the 
Triable- under actual working -01-1^1^^^^^"^ * " , 



DGL/bw <* 



Pen'nls G. LaBrune\<* 
Director 



Janet K. Pressey 
Planner ' 
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ADMINISTRATOR 



Mr: Gregory. J. Hart, Director 
Human Resources Division * 
U. S. General Accounting Office 

Washington, OQ 205^8 * 
Dear Mr. Hart: • 

This letters in respons.e .to your October 6, 1981 letter which transmitted a draft 
of a GAO report on CETA jemployabi 1 i ty development systems. 

Instead of consenting on the findings listed in the reporf-whic* we found to be fair, 
nformed and^alanced in perspective-Providence CETA will address the spec, flc cn- 
eria noied in pages 75 through 80 of Appendix II as well as other pert Inent points of 
nJeresfnoted- in other parts of the report. Appendix II lists several cf.tena wh.ch 
the GAO beHeves ". . . each prime sponsor's management system should use to conform 
w-ith the law, regulations, of good management practices." y ^ „ 

Providence CETA (PCET*)' wi 1 1 Vespond to the four element categories outUned as follows: 

I . Assessment \ *~ ** * ' 

1. PC ETA prepares EDP's only for .certified, eligible CETA applicants. 
* \ 'PCEU serves only el igfble.appl icants jn its' major employment and training 
- ' activities who haVe barriers to employment and need employment and training 
services to achieve employment goefjs. *^ 
Employabi 1 ity development Plans 
' In terms of EDP's, PC ETA has attached its revised inAal -EDP form (see Attachment 
. to Sis- letter) which has been in use since August^, 1981. .The following po.nt- 
by-point consents deal with PCETA's^EDP in relation to the listed criteria: 
An EDP is completed for each Title II participant. 

A copy of the EDP rejnains in' each participant's permanent file. < 
The EDP is prepared in conjunction wjth the participant. 

The-Varticipant signs the EDP certifying he/she understands ijpand agrees with 
The participants receive a copy 6? the EDP^ 

An 'EDP Is completed upon referral of an applicant and tftus prior to enrollment 
In an activity. ^- m 

a Section III deals with the participants training and skills background.* 

b. Sections V and VI deal witfKinterest areas' and occupational objectives. 

c. Section VI deals with employment goals. * 

d. Section VI questions #2, #3, and tk deal with job readiness questions. 



II. 



1, 

3. 
k. 

5. 
6. 
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8. 
9. 
10. 



if t> 

<\f 



h. 



Section IV pertains whol ly to barriers to employment. Section VI (K) 

M'?f s P ec . if ^^rriers ^hich speak for themselve as to 
how they would limit attainment of the employment goal. 

Section V covers the specific training and employment needs of the appli-- 

Section V Identifies, the actlvJtY (i.e., OJT Services to Participants 
H ll r TJ ra ,' n "l g> etc ) the enro,,ee wi " b « --e^red to Th s section, 
of SlSn.1 E # n : meS - graining module (I.e.! occupat lonal fie '• 
of training) thefppl.cant is being referred to. This is noted in the ! ' 
-nterv.ew sectiotfof Section V. Because the initial EDP contain a sess-' " 

^enerafo^ h° tTt °" ^ e " r0,,ee pHor t0 i ST 

general plan wh.ch becomes more specific as the transition plafes developed 
(see below comments on Transition Plan). P 'V*? S developed 

^;ninV Pe ? rfiC actl ^^S and services are discussed prior to a CETA ' 
trainmg/employment referral is made, the Transition^' is developed 

i!' bv pM^JohT °^' entat i on sessi <™ for all npn-OJT enrol lees, and 

inif-fl t T IT' 5 f ° raU 0JT enrollees within the first few 
initial weeks of job placement. * 

Section VI # 5 provides a general statement regarding movement from the 

"If IVS rroorl"- T*" en » ]o ^ ^ever, the Transl L Ma as 
wen as EDP Progress Reviews provide specifics. 



in order to obtain 
< 



12. See Transition Plan. 

13.. EDP Transition^*, dates wi.,1 be congruent with actual enrollment dates 

t^rmc; af t-k«. /- - ~ - . . * 



a . 



help 



^ * - — — v i t..n w ■ i men t aaces. 

terms of the accuracy" of EDP' information, the. EDP system's reliance on 

the participant SSeJ S?,'' 9 ° a,S ' ^ T * 9e " era ^ 1a " * h * 

ISree^^on'bV Jnr.KJpLtjS'oIrK" * ^ '* SpeCifi -P ,a " (-dually \ 
to assure eventual job placement Part ' C ' pant) - as "> steps to be taken X 

p T erio Q a U \ r o?n:?dI r :? t r n1ne Re f:rra. ( lnc 9 a n r 1° ™^ GA ° ^ 

congruence between the oarS^f < ' uarter s) «» ' ' be used to review 



y 
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will assure accurate EDP's. 

15 . The preceding as well as subsequent cedents have and will show how all enro.l.ees 
will know: , © . . 

-the activiites in which they part icipat ei (noted in initial EDP and Transition 

-SSlltl.t-for which they are responsible (noted specifically in Transition 

-timeframes forWleting activities and expiration of CETA time (noted in 
Transition Plan and initial EOP) % 

-how they will obtain unsubsidized jobs (noted in Trans.t.on Plan). _ * 

ill. Service Del tvery / 

or available -"referrals to training and serV i cesffe based on the initial tu ^ „ 
. a Progress Reviews of EDP's are designed to assure congruence between the 

FOP and the oa rt i c i pan t ' s status in the CETA system. In addition, Prime Sponsor or 
Z anS/Sl YperaiionTstaff will monitor work/training sites and EDP update systems 
to assure a proper environment for assuring EDP compl.ance and accuracy. , 

IV. Participant Progress" Reviews _ , ^ 

In addressing the issue of Progress "Revi ews , the Prime Sponsor will initiate a two- 
pronged approach' based on its methods of service delivery:- 

,. CETA Operations staff will prepare Trans i t ion' Plans and perform .progress reviews 

' quarterly for all DJT participants", ^ 
2 CETA subrecipients (especialVy Classroom Training, vendors) will be required to 
[Spare Transition Plans and quarterly. EDP progress reviews (per approval of ^ 
/format by Prime Sponsor). 
' To assure compliance with the EDP system's parameters as wel 1 as Providing the sub-. , 
recipient with flexibility in developing Transition PlanVta. lored to t.he PartiCl 
pan ' ai ng ituation and individual needs, the Prime S*psnor has incorporated * 
language in its subrecipient agreement delineatir* subrecip en* responsib 1, tie s 
■ for Transition Plans and progress reviews. See Attachment of this la te r fo 

details It is felt that, this language and resulting Transition Plans and Progress 
Reviews* will meet all the elements required in .the GAD araft report.. 
► Given our FY'82 plan to concentrate Titles I IB and VII efforts on DJT and Classroom 

Training (Occupational SRiUs), it is felt that a division of EDP Reviews and update . . 
responsibilities between lnW^a«dj)|br.eipUnt staff will permit. J»CETA to meet ^ 
all syjtem requi rements.^ ^ «c * * ** ^ 

" , In terms of several other points raised in the report, a few ommefits .are warranted: • 

1 EDP t'raining was stressed throughout the report.'. ETA had scheduled EDP training f 
for PCETA staff durtng*the first quarter of FY'82 but has deferred it unti - 
further notice-given a federal freeze on travel which precluded^ETA sMff travel. 
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. "Manag^nt in Nove'n, e o ,98? n ad ^ Tv** 0 "'?? PUn ^ and 
«»"»■ for s ' e e. v s af n m i 522 ?" ^ the ' 
. . session,. PCETA will send its Employaoluty Special is s ' , F ° r that 

Program Honitor as well a* subrecipient staff ' J^Developers, and 

2. IHU staff will be included in aW POP trainino^r 

training. > . tra 1 n 1 ng 'offerings to assure adequate 

tn closing, . I am noting PCETA'^ return j 

letter. 9 5 return of the draft report as an attachment to this 





reriljo, €sq. 
CETA Administrator 



RJP:jjt 
TF 
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. 'Southern New Hampshire Services, 

Moiling Address. P.O. Box 5040 • Manchester. NH.0310d • u Telephone (603) 666-8010 
^ Route #114, Goffsrcwn, New Hampshire 



Executive Direct or 
Gde F. Hemessy 
Assistant Director 

RonaW A. PMbocK 



r 



Outreach Offices 

Moncbejw Office" 
616 Elm5treer 
(603) 666-0623 

s Nosrvo Office 
' 118 Mean Sneer 
* (603) 669-3440 

Somenworih Office 
396 High Sfreet 
(603) 69*5610 

Portsmouth Office 
10 VoughW'tooll 

-<6Q3) 431-5976 

c 

Ex^er Office 
76 Lincoln Street 
(603) 772-3669 

Deny Office 
dQWeu (Voodwoy 
(603) 432-3079 
l Greenville Office » 
> GreenWle Folb 
} (603) 676-3364 1 



November 10, 1981 



\ 

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director _„ 

-Human-Services-Division- — - 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, B.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Ah art, 

I am returning the G.A.0. proposed report "Labor Should 
Make Sure CETA Programs Have Effective Employability Development 
Systems". The Hillsborough County prime sponsor will not be 
making any comments at this time. 

Thank«you for the opportunity to review this draft document. 



JAM/lt 
Enclosures 




letel 




es*A. Machakos 
Administrator 



\ 



N 



Component Programs: 

Community Action 
Oc^ononjELP 
Elderty Housing m . ^ 
v Emer gency Fuel Asjsroftce 1 
fcSVP 

Otstf Intervention Proc/om 



CPA Employment 6 Training Programs for Adute and 
* Heod Start 

Food Coop Warehouse 
Weometuonon 

Women Infants 6 CrjkJren Feeding Ptogro^n 



?ourh 



feERJC 

fesV, " ,' ^^^^^^ 
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ST. LOUIS COUNTY. MISSOURI 

GENE McNARY, dOUNTY^ECUTIVE 
Dopartmtnt of Human Rat ourcat * * 

Donald E. Clark. Director * 

November 6, 1981 



Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director' 
Human Resources Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. '20548 

„ R E ; Draft of a Proposed Report: 

Labor Should Make Sure CETA 
Programs Have Effective Em- 
ploy a b iJv^_Deyelopme n t 
"Systems. , 

Dear Mr. Ahart: fc 

?eturnina re thl V d? i ,?? d a : eVieWed + t Il e - dra ^ r ^ port mentioned above. I am • 
Sfn3 S Spies reqU6Sted ln y ° Ur cor ^P°"dence. We have re- 

\ «A St ?- liShed 1 a ^ f -^cted Job P?ac£nen °S P ™ e ? We fee that 
Much has changed since your visit Howpvpp m-fi* • i • 1 

Taussig * £ ~ «^n!i"^;s,%r;; s sr a i i0 ; 



ewing 



WGFrmtn 
Enclosure 



Sincerely, 

Wayne^fe. Flesch, Program Director 
Office of Employment and Training 




555 SOUTH BRENTWOOD BOULEVARD. CLAYTON. M, S SOUR 



• 63105 / (3J4> 889-34,53 



iERIC , - 
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Office of Manpower "Programs 
Jefferson and Franklin Counties, Inc. 

P.O'. BOX 362 

HILLSBORO, MISSOURI 63050 
314-789-3502 



Octdbsr-^,' 1981 



Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director 

United States General Accounting Office 

Washington, D.C. 20548 ' 

Dear Mr. Ahart: ■ — - '• — 

As requested in your letter of October 6, we are returning the 
draft of a proposed report titled "Labor Should Make Sure CETA 
Programs Have Effective Employability Development Systems." 

Hie chart on page 23, "Percent of sampled participants who had 
an'employability nlan", reports 76%. Our notes frcm the GAO 
exit interview of October 3, 1980, indicate that of lip files 
reviewed, 91 contained EDP's or 83%. 

/If you have any questions, please contact Bonnie Brown. * 
Sincerely, 



Ronald Ravenscraft 
Executive Director 

BB/kb 
Enclosure 



7 



• r 



GAO note* Cited page number refers to' the. draft report. . The 

76 percent used in this report is based on weighting 
the results, of two samples taken at. .this prime sponsor. 
The "83 percent discussed at the October 3, 1980, exit 
interview was a' simple average. 
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?l2f^ f i!l^S omprthtn,lvt Employment and Training Act 
129 North 10th Street - Old Fadaral Building - (402) 474-1328 




Dele White, Program Manager 



October; 20°, 1981 



' "* Helen G. Boosalis, Mayor 




1 - 

( * — 



Gregory J. Ahart 
Di rector 

United States General Account Inq * 

Office 

Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Ahart: . * 

ci.' .^u r f Se ^ iS the ^Py. 0 ^ your proposed' report t ft 1 ed. "Labor 

I have reviewed the draf^ and* hfev* no comments.* " 
?■ Sincerely, 

Dale White 

' - J Program Manager 

,DW:Jf 

Enclosure 
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DAVID E. CROSBY 
MAYOR 

' ARMANDO TOMES 
CETA 0* RECTOR 



• CITY OF BROCKTON 

massachusetts 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 



Towns Skrvicxd 



362 Belnjont St. . 
Brockton, MA 02401 



ASINOTON 
AVON 

BftlOaKWATtft 

BROCKTON 

KASTSftlOaKWATSft 



BASTON 

HANSON 

STOUaHTON 

WIST ■WOaBWATB* 

WHITMAN 



November 19, 1981 



Mr. Gregory J. Ahatft, Director 
Human Resources Division 
<U.S. General Accounting 'Off f ice- 'i 
Washington, D.C. 20548 



Dear Mr. Ahart: 



Please find the Broc&lon Prime Sponsor 's comments on your 
oroposed report entitled "Labor Should Make Sure CETA Programs 
Have Effective Employability Development Plans". I. ( 

After reviewing youtk proposed reporr, *oui£ current Employability 
Djevelopment Plan forW (and others in the Region I area) , interview- 
ing and receiving recommendations "from program supervisors, I 
would conclude that the 'Brockton Prime Spcmsor can improve its 
present management system in FY8£ and intends to do so. 

The Brockton Prime Sponsor reacted to your position paper when 
it wa£ sent to us in July of 1380.- At that time the Brockton 
Prime - 'Sponsor did issue an updated employability plan (see 
attachment). In November ot*1980,.a staff member attended a 
training seminar (see copy of training agenda) and gave, because 
of time constraints (PSE phase-out) , minimum training to in-house 
program supervisors. I agree with your contention that prime 
sponsors were not provided with adequate training and technical 
assistance prior to November, 1980. And* in addition was not r 
advised to emphasize the role of the independent monitoring un£t 
personnel in order to identify (lack of technical assistance) 
EDP system weaknesses. 3 * > 
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In summary, the Brecon Prime Sponsor has subcontracted with 7 
£"ices e to SfiiSr wil 1 1 > ovide Orientation^ assessment 

for y snlcifL Kocktof ?J?A aPPllCantS - and .*P P re Pare recommendations . 

Brockton CETA program acti.viti.es. ' Assessm ent servicpg — 
as stated, in the contract; will *e available tp part W s " ' 

crlnsrfr? 1 ^" EDP S 3nd ^ teVmin ^ appropriate d orffgr ai.- ' 
'FY82 contracr^rr Withi 5 ^ pr0Sram in f°™atiori section of our - 

-^^^^^^-Sn^ll^ailab]^ em p lo ym en^-and- trai ni ng pr o ^L^~ 
and community resources. & *" u 6 iai "» <_ 

2. Supportive' assistance to* gather occuoatiohally-relevant 

• " and°rh at f° n 1 ? t- f ral ? v °"ti6nkl de^is Ion-making Process 
and the formulation of an Bpployabilitv Developmental™ ' 

Within this contrWt. -I befieW that the EDP cotAd'be substitute ' ■ 
for recommendation forms and. would, in my judgement meet tJf " 
requirements of CETA regulation 677.2; satisfy ?he intSn£ of 

In addition the .-Brockton Prime Sponsor will "consolidate its' 

ssssi.* -BL^raia-g? Suisse B . 

receivin^Led E^V 01 ™ 6 ^ are hel P f ^ and; would ' appreciate ' 
receiving feed-back generated from your proposed report 

Sincerely 4 - h ,* - , 




irmahao Torres 
•Director 



r 



cc: .E. Gonsalves, Prime Sponsor Interagency CooRin 





(205009) ' 
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